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Dear Mr. Chairman:

Almost every day, courts that hear child welfare dependency cases! across
the country make critical decisions that affect the lives of the
approximately 1 million children who are victims of child abuse and
neglect each year, many of whom enter and remain in the foster care
system for years. In this capacity, the courts—executing a variety of
federal and state laws—play the central role in determining whether
children will be removed from their homes; how long they will remain in
the foster care system; and, ultimately, where the children will
permanently reside. Over the years, the courts have struggled to balance
their attempts to protect children from further harm with making timely
decisions for their future.

Many states and localities have begun reforming their court systems to
address problems that contribute to children spending years of their
childhood awaiting court decisions concerning where they will ultimately
live. While some states have initiated change on their own, many began
reform efforts as a result of the federal Court Improvement Program (cip)
authorized in the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993. cip provides grants
to state courts to improve their handling of child maltreatment cases.
Because of your concern over the courts’ performance in achieving timely
permanent placements for children, you asked us to identify (1) the key
problems in the juvenile dependency court system and (2) state and local
responses to these problems. In conducting this work, we reviewed the
literature on problems in the juvenile dependency court system, including
ctp assessments of problems in specific states, and interviewed state and
federal officials and experts on the dependency court process, such as
officials at national court-related organizations, judges, and researchers.
To obtain first-hand information on dependency court reform activities,
we visited juvenile dependency courts in five locations—Santa Clara
County, California; the Ninth Judicial Circuit in Florida, comprising
Orange and Osceola counties; Cook County, Illinois; Judicial District 20 in

'Throughout this report, these courts are referred to as “juvenile dependency courts.” Some states
have special juvenile courts that are separate from adult courts. In other states, child welfare cases are
heard in juvenile sessions of regular courts that handle all types of cases.
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Results in Brief

North Carolina, comprising Anson, Richmond, Stanly, and Union counties;
and Hamilton County, Ohio. We chose these locations because experts at
the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges (NcJrcJ) and the
American Bar Association (ABA) considered these locales to be
implementing significant reforms, or because Cir was a major impetus for
change there. We conducted our work between December 1997 and
October 1998 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards. (A more detailed discussion of our scope and methodology
appears in app. I).

Serious systemic problems continue to plague the juvenile dependency
court system. States we visited reported a lack of cooperation between the
courts and child welfare agencies as well as difficult personnel and data
management issues that jeopardize the courts’ ability to ensure that a
child’s stay in the foster care system is as brief as possible and that the
permanent placement decided upon is in the best overall interest of the
child. Despite their shared involvement in the child welfare system, courts
and child welfare agencies often do not work well together. For example,
some judges mistrust the judgments of caseworkers and routinely order
additional clinical assessments to compensate for what the judges
perceive as professional inadequacies. In addition, courts face numerous
difficulties, including increased caseloads, short tenures for judges and
attorneys assigned to juvenile dependency courts, insufficient training of
judges and attomeys in child welfare law and concepts, and information
systems that do not adequately track the progress of individual cases or
monitor the courts’ compliance with statutory time frames for achieving
permanent placements.

In response to these problems, some states have initiated court reforms
that they believe reduce the length of time children spend in foster care
and improve the quality of the decisions made by the courts. These
reforms generally fall into two categories. Reforms of the first type, which
are designed to improve the overall operation and infrastructure of the
courts, include convening multidisciplinary advisory committees to
resolve differences that exist between the courts and the organizations
involved in court proceedings as well as developing juvenile dependency
court information systems. The second type of reform is focused on
improving the quality of decision-making on individual cases. These
reforms include holding mediation sessions in which all relevant parties
meet to resolve issues in dispute in a nonadversarial setting outside the
courtroom, as well as increasing the time allotted for specific hearings.
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Regardless of the nature of the reform, state and local officials at the sites
we visited identified three ingredients that successful reform efforts have
in common. These essential reform components are the presence of
judicial leadership and collaboration among court participants, the
availability of timely information on case processing performance, and the
availability of financial resources to initiate and sustain reforms. As the
impact of the reforms is considered, one important caveat should be kept
in mind: While states and localities believe they have made progress in
addressing problems, few results are documented. To determine and
measure the effects of reform projects, and to institutionalize successful
initiatives, courts will need sound evaluation strategies.

Background

The child welfare system—composed mainly of state and local child
welfare agencies and juvenile dependency courts—is supported by a
complex mix of people and programs. Approximately 1 million children
are the victims of abuse and neglect by their parents or caregivers each
year, and each participant in the system plays a role in ensuring that
maltreatment cases are resolved expeditiously while taking into account
the best interests of the child.? A natural tension exists between the
requirement to provide quality decisions and the need to ensure the
timeliness of those decisions. While courts must take time to preserve the
integrity of their decisions by examining all the facts, they must also
consider the child’s sense of time and the serious emotional consequences
that a child who waits months or sometimes years for a permanent home
can experience.

Courts Play an Expanded
and Central Role in the
Child Welfare System

The child welfare system involves many participants. Child welfare
caseworkers receive and investigate reports of suspected maltreatment
and recommend and locate appropriate social services. Private service
providers, such as mental health professionals, work with these
caseworkers to identify a family’s difficulties and supply needed help and
services. Juvenile dependency courts rely on information from
caseworkers, service providers, and others to reach decisions on cases
presented to the courts. Court-appointed special advocates (cAsa),
guardians ad litem, or both are often appointed by the court to represent

*The term “maltreatment” refers to child abuse and neglect. Many types of abuse (such as physical,
sexual, or emotional) and neglect (such as physical, educational, medical, or lack of supervision) can
oceur.
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the child’s best interests.? Some attorneys—such as public
defenders—provide legal representation for indigent parents who are
suspected of maltreating their children, while others—such as state or
county attorneys—provide legal representation for child welfare agencies
in presenting the facts and recommendations of the cases. Finally, the
juvenile dependency court judge distills the facts and information
presented about a case and decides whether a child should be placed in
the foster care system, how long the child will remain outside the home if
removed, and where the child will ultimately reside.

In 1980, the Congress enacted the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare
Act (P.L. 96-272). The primary goals of the act were to prevent the
unnecessary separation of children from their families, improve the quality
of care and services for vulnerable children and their families, and ensure
that children did not languish in foster care. The act placed major new
responsibilities on the courts to oversee child welfare cases more
rigorously than before and, as a result, the number of hearings expanded
dramatically. Unlike other cases, such as those dealing with criminal
activities, child maltreatment cases deal with ongoing and changing
conditions. As a result, seven kinds of hearings may occur in child welfare
cases: (1) preliminary protective hearing, (2) adjudication hearing,

(3) disposition hearing, (4) review hearing, (5) permanency planning
hearing, (6) termination of parental rights hearing, and (7) adoption
hearing (see table 1).

3CASAs, usually volunteers, are trained to provide assistance to the court and to oversee a child’s case.
Guardians ad litem are attorneys appointed to represent children in maltreatment procecdings.
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Table 1: Hearings Held for Chiid
Maltreatment Cases

Hearlng type

Purpose

Preliminary protective
hearing

To decide whether or not the child can be immediately and safely
returned home while the trial on the alleged maltreatment is
pending. In most states, this hearing is held within 1 to 3 working
days after a child is removed from the home. Recommended time
allocation: 60 minutes.

Adjudication hearing

To determine if allegations of abuse or neglect are sustained by
the evidence presented and are legally sufficient to support state
intervention on behalf of the child. The adjudication hearing
should be completed no later than 60 days after a child is
removed from the home. Recommended minimum time
allocation: 30 minutes.

Disposition hearing

To decide who will have custody and control of the child and to
review the reasonable efforts made to prevent removal of the
child from the home. This hearing should be completed within 30
days of the adjudication hearing. Recommended minimum time
allocation: 30 minutes.

Review hearings

To periodically review case progress to ensure children spend
the least possible time in temporary placement and to modify the
family's case plan, as necessary. Federal law requires these
hearings to be held at least every 6 months. Recommended time
allocation: 30 minutes.

Permanency planning
hearing

To decide the permanent placement of a child, such as returning
home or being placed for adoption. Federal law enacted in 1997
now requires this hearing to be held no later than 12 months from
the time a child is considered to have entered foster care.?
Recommended time allocation: 60 minutes.

Termination of
parental rights hearing

To end the rights of the parents to visit, communicate with, and
obtain information about the child or to ever regain custody. This
hearing should be initiated whenever there is strong evidence
that a child will never be able to safely be placed with his or her
parents and that adoption is in the child's best interests.
Recommended minimum time allocation: 60 minutes.

Adoption hearing

To build a new legal relationship between the child and the
individuals who are to become the child's adoptive parents.
Courts should make special efforts to ensure adoptions are
concluded without undue delay once parental rights are
terminated. Recommended minimum time allocation: 30 minutes.

aThe Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 changed the definition of when a child is considered
to have entered foster care from that of previous laws. It considers a child to have entered care
on the earlier of (1) the date of the first judicial finding that the child has been subjected to abuse
or neglect or (2) 60 days after the date on which the child is removed from the home.

Source: NCJFCJ, Resource Guidelines: Improving Court Practice in Child Abuse and Neglect

Cases (Reno, Nev.: NCJFCJ, 1995) and the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997.

The preliminary protective hearing, the first hearing in a juvenile abuse or
neglect case, occurs either immediately before or after a child is removed
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from the home in an emergency.* The main purpose of this hearing is to
decide, on the basis of an assessment of risks and dangers to the child,
whether or not the child can be immediately and safely returned home
while the trial on the alleged maltreatment is pending.® During this
hearing, the court determines if the child welfare agency made reasonable
efforts to preserve the family.® During the adjudication hearing, the judge
determines if allegations of abuse or neglect are sustained by the evidence
and, if so, are legally sufficient to support state intervention on behalf of
the child. If the allegations are sustained, the court proceeds to the
disposition hearing, where the reasonable efforts that were made to
prevent the child’s removal from the home are again discussed and
decisions concerning who will have custody and control of the child are
made. Review hearings are then held periodically in accordance with
federal and state laws to ensure that children spend as short a time as
possible in temporary placement and to modify the case plan for family
services as necessary. The permanency planning hearing is a special type
of court proceeding designed to reach a decision concerning the
permanent placement of the child. Possible permanent placements include
the child’s return home and the child’s adoption. Choosing adoption
necessitates holding a termination of parental rights hearing to end the
rights of the parents to visit, communicate with, and obtain information
about the child or to ever regain custody. Finally, the adoption hearing
builds a new legal relationship between the child and the individuals who
are to become the child’s adoptive parents.

Federal Government
Continues to Monitor and
Assist Juvenile
Dependency Courts

In 1980, the same year the Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act was
enacted, in part, to improve judicial consideration of child maltreatment
cases, NCJFCJ established the Permanency Planning Project for
Children—primarily with private funding—that provided limited training
and technical assistance to courts. A separate grant from the Edna

4All states have laws that determine the allowable time frame within which to hold the preliminary
protective hearing. In most states, this hearing must occur within 1 to 3 judicial working days after the
child is removed from the home.

“Although it is not conducted in many courts, a pretrial conference may be held. Pretrial conferences
are designed to promote case resolution by providing an informal forum for settlement negotiations. If
the parties can agree that the child has been maltreated, further time-consuming court proceedings
become unnecessary. Case resolution agreements must be properly drafted to create an adequate
record for future court involvement.

P L. 96-272 requires that “reasonable efforts” be made to prevent or eliminate the need for removal of
a child from the home and to reunify the family if the child is removed. The requirement is designed to
ensure that families are provided with services to prevent their disruption and to respond to the
problems of unnecessary disruption of families and children remaining in foster care for long periods
of time. The Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997, however, provides that reasonable efforts are not
required in certain cases, such as when the court has determined that the parent has subjected the
child to aggravated circumstances or the parent has murdered another of his or her children.
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McConnell Clark Foundation allowed NcJFCJ to establish model
jurisdictions in 14 states to improve the implementation of reasonable
efforts to reunite children with their families. The success of these
privately funded initiatives helped prompt the Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) to provide funds to NcJrcJ in 1983 to expand these
model court efforts to three additional states. In 1984, the Department of
Justice (DoJ) provided the first phase of funding to establish state
permanency planning task forces and to support interdisciplinary training
and technical assistance for improving juvenile court systems. DOJ
provided additional funding between 1992 and 1997, for a total of

$4.25 million. Approximately $1.5 million was used to develop a document
to set forth the elements of a high-quality judicial process in child
maltreatment cases, including the essential elements of properly
conducted court hearings and the requirements of juvenile and family
courts in fulfilling the role given them by federal and state laws. The
resulting Resource Guidelines: Improving Court Practice in Child Abuse
and Neglect Cases was issued in 1995 and endorsed by the ABA and the
Conference of Chief Justices. The remaining funds are being used to
support model court initiatives in 17 locations to improve court practice in
child maltreatment cases.

Because of perceptions that problems were still present in juvenile
dependency courts, the Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993 authorized
funds for cip to be administered by Hus. The act set aside

$35 million—3$5 million for fiscal year 1995 and $10 million for each of
fiscal years 1996, 1997, and 1998—in entitlement grants for state courts to
help them perform their role in making decisions about families and
children at risk. The first year of crp funds was to be used to conduct
assessments of state foster care and adoption laws and judicial processes
and to develop a plan for improvements. Funding in subsequent years was
targeted for implementing improvements according to the plan. cip funding
was awarded to 48 states” and the District of Columbia; 42 states and the
District of Columbia have completed the required assessment, and 46
states and the District of Columbia have begun implementing various
reform activities. These reforms generally affect the quality and content of
hearings; legal representation of parties such as children and parents;
timeliness of decisions; notice to and participation of parties in court
proceedings; treatment of parties; quality and professionalism of judges
and other judicial officers; staffing of courts in child protection cases; use
of technology; training or education of judges and court staff, and state
legislation, court rules, forms, or court-related policies.

"Idaho and Wyoming have not yet applied for CIP funds.
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Recent Legislation Has
Created New
Requirements for the
Courts

Juvenile Dependency
Courts Face Serious
Problems That
Hamper Effective
Decision-Making

Just as the 1980 Adoption Assistance and Child Welfare Act sought to
improve the way child maltreatment cases were handled by increasing
Jjudicial oversight, the Congress enacted the Adoption and Safe Families
Act (asFA) in November 1997 in part as a response to the fact that more
children were entering the foster care system each year than were exiting.
The act firmly established safety, permanency, and child well-being as the
national goals for children in the child welfare system. Many of the act’s
provisions exert new pressure on the courts to move cases more quickly
and affect how the courts conduct child maltreatment proceedings. For
example, states are now required to file a court petition to terminate
parental rights if the child has been in foster care for 15 of the most recent
22 months. Although some exceptions to this provision exist, a preliminary
HHS estimate is that approximately 177,600, or 34 percent, of the children
in foster care as of March 31, 1998, will fall into this new category. Some
practitioners believe this provision will increase the number of
termination of parental rights hearings that must be held as well as the
overall court calendar time needed, since these hearings can take several
days to conduct. Further, the permanency planning hearing—previously
held about 18 months after the child’s original placement in foster
care—must now take place no later than 12 months after the child is
considered to have entered foster care. In addition, ASFA reauthorized
funding for cip for an additional 3 years, providing $10 million for each of
fiscal years 1999, 2000, and 2001.

Juvenile dependency courts are fraught with systemic problems that affect
their ability to make sound decisions in a timely manner regarding where a
child will ultimately reside. We found two key problems to varying degrees
in all five states we visited: (1) a lack of cooperative working relationships
between the courts and other participants involved in the child welfare
system, including conflict over how courts and child welfare agencies
resolve issues, and (2) difficult personnel and data management issues,
such as inadequate numbers of judges and attorneys to handle large
caseloads; frequent turnover among judges and attorneys; inadequate
training of judges and attorneys in the area of child welfare; and a lack of
efficient, automated information systems for tracking case data. Together,
these problems hinder the courts’ ability to produce decisions within time
frames that meet both the needs of children as well as the requirements of
child welfare legislation.
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Courts and Agencies Lack
Cooperative Working
Relationships

The courts and child welfare agencies each play key roles in the child
welfare system. Despite this shared involvement in handling child
maltreatment cases, the courts and agencies often do not work well
together. Experts we interviewed confirmed a lack of effective working
relationships among the courts and other participants in the system, and
local officials at all five sites we visited stated that there was a lack of
cooperation before reform efforts were instituted and that it may still exist
to some extent. This lack of effective working relationships is illustrated in
a variety of ways.

For example, the cip assessment of Cook County, Illinois, found a
pervasive mistrust among officers of the court directed toward the
caseworkers assigned to addressing the needs of children and their
families. Judicial officers® indicated that because children’s cases may be
managed by several caseworkers in different agencies, the court is left
with the sense that only the court is considering the interests of the entire
family. The assessment further reported that because judges do not trust
the judgments of caseworkers, they routinely order additional clinical
tests and assessments by experts and may require frequent progress
reports and case status hearings to ensure that caseworkers are
conducting their assigned tasks appropriately, thus lengthening the court
process for resolving cases.

In addition, relationships among the participants can at times be
adversarial. According to the Illinois cip assessment, the many attorneys
involved in dependency cases may focus on winning those cases rather
than on obtaining services for the family. The attorneys, each representing
a different party to the proceedings, may have separate agendas. For
example, a district attorney in California representing children in the
juvenile dependency court commented that her office may recommend a
different course of action for a child than the one proposed by the child
welfare agency. While the social worker oversees the plan for the entire
family, the attorney approaches the case from the child’s perspective only.
In addition, cip and court officials as well as an attorney for the child
welfare agency in Illinois pointed out that the courts and child welfare
agencies have frequently blamed each other for failures of the child
welfare system, such as child deaths. The adversarial nature of litigation
can make the process of finding permanent homes for abused and
neglected children less efficient. For example, attorneys representing the

8Judicial officers include judges as well as a variety of officials who are appointed to hear cases and
make decisions. Magistrates, commissioners, hearing officers, and referees are examples of these
other judicial officers. Typically, the decisions made by these other officials are reviewed by the judge
who appointed them.
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child welfare agency and children in North Carolina’s District 20 told us
that when key participants in the system do not work together at the
beginning of a case to develop plans for solving the family’s problems, the
delivery of social services can be delayed. This delay, in turn, can lengthen
the time it takes to find a permanent home for a child or to return a child
to his or her biological parents.

Courts Face Difficult
Personnel and Data
Management Issues

Personnel Issues

A number of personnel and data management problems in the juvenile
dependency courts also hamper the process of finding permanent homes
for abused and neglected children. First, the courts in many jurisdictions
do not have a sufficient number of judges and attorneys to handle the large
number of child maltreatment cases in an expeditious manner. Second,
some juvenile dependency courts experience frequent turnover of both
judges and attomeys, which reduces the level of expertise they bring to
the dependency process. Third, the courts may not always ensure that
Jjudges and attorneys have received training in the legal and nonlegal
aspects of child maltreatment before they begin working in the
dependency field. Last, the courts do not have adequate automated
information systems in place to monitor their dependency caseloads.

Child welfare proceedings can be long and complex. According to experts
in the juvenile dependency court process, to complete the demanding
work of the court, there must be enough judicial officers and attorneys
who possess sufficient expertise to ensure that children are protected and
placed in a permanent home in a timely fashion. Further, experts such as
those at NcJFcJ also report that judicial and attorney caseloads have risen
at the same time that court demands, such as the number of hearings and
parties involved in child maltreatment cases, have increased. The problem
of large caseloads appeared in the cIP assessments of three of the states
we visited and was confirmed by local officials at four of the five local
sites we visited. Although formal caseload size standards do not exist, two
Jjuvenile court jurisdictions—Hamilton County, Ohio, and Kent County,
Michigan—are recognized by experts and cited by ABA as successful courts
with appropriate judicial caseloads.®!® Hamilton County judicial officers
each handled an average of 239 child protection cases in 1991, while Kent
County judicial officers each handled approximately 181 cases in 1993.
Court caseloads in four of the five sites we visited, however, often exceed

“ABA, Judicial Implementation of Permanency Planning Reform: One Court That Works (Washington,
D.C.: ABA, 1992).

°ABA, A Second Court That Works: Judicial Implementation of Permanency Planning Reforms
(Washington, D.C.: ABA, 1995).
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these suggested levels.!! For example, the presiding judge at one site we
visited handles approximately 1,000 cases per year. As part of its court
improvement program, California studied judicial resources and found
that many counties needed additional judges to meet the ratios in effect in
Hamilton County, Ohio. In Los Angeles County, for example, about 53
additional judges were needed, while San Bernardino County needed
about 12 more judges.

Similarly, local officials at the sites we visited reported excessive attomey
caseloads, and experts confirmed that caseloads for attorneys in many
jurisdictions are unreasonably large. According to the ABA, a caseload of 40
to 50 active cases for a full-time staff attorney for a child welfare agency is
reasonable.!? By comparison, attorneys in the Cook County, Illinois, Public
Defender’s Office have an average of 650 juvenile dependency cases at any
given time, while the state’s attorneys each have about 1,000 such cases on
average. In Santa Clara County, California, the Deputy District Attorney,
whose office represents children, reported average attorney caseloads of
600. Similarly, a managing attorney for the child welfare agency at that site
reported that 13 attorneys handle 4,000 child maltreatment cases at any
given time. California’s cip assessment showed that large caseloads are
also a problem in other locations in the state. Of attorneys in six counties
responding to a survey as part of the California cip assessment, half had
caseloads of more than 150, 25 percent had 250 or more, and the

10 percent with the largest caseloads had 600 or more.

Experts in the juvenile dependency court process note that large
caseloads result in hearings that may not be substantive and may be
frequently delayed or continued,'? ultimately contributing to the courts’
failure to meet statutory deadlines for moving children out of the foster
care system. For example, although NcJrcs’s Resource Guidelines suggest
hearing times for the various hearings in the dependency process, cip
assessments from California, Florida, and Illinois confirmed that hearings
often do not meet these minimum time frames. The guidelines indicate
that preliminary protective hearings should last about 1 hour, but Florida
reported that 56 percent of its preliminary protective hearings lasted only
4 minutes. In Cook County, Illinois, the average preliminary protective

'Court caseloads in three of the five sites comprise only dependency-related cases. Court caseloads in
the fourth site comprise a mix of dependency, civil, and criminal cases because the judges in this
location hear cases in each of these categories.

'2Segal, E.C., Evaluating and Improving Child Welfare Agency Legal Representation: Self-Assessment
Instrument and Commentary (Washington, D.C.: ABA National Legal Resource Center for Child
Advocacy and Protection, 1990).

“When a continuance is granted by the judge, the case is rescheduled for another day.
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hearing lasted about 16 minutes. Similarly, cIp assessments in four states
cite continuances as problematic. For instance, the Cook County, Illinois,
assessment indicates that the most observable manifestation of delay in
the court is the continuance. Adjudication and permanency hearings had
the highest rates of continuances, at 54 and 51 percent, respectively.
Permanency hearings were continued an average of 75 days, with a range
of 8 to 203 days. Similarly, Florida's assessment noted that in the 882 court
observations conducted, all of the 169 requests for continuances were
granted. Both Florida and Illinois link such continuances to the courts’
inability to meet statutory time frames for finding permanent homes for
children. Florida’s assessment noted that missed deadlines between the
preliminary protective hearing and termination of parental rights translate,
on average, to nearly an additional year that a child spends in the
dependency process. Illinois’ assessment found that 90 percent of children
who entered foster care from 1993 through 1994 were still in
nonpermanent placements in 1996.

Judicial and attorney turnover is another problem. Turnover impairs
expertise in child welfare issues, according to experts such as those at the
National Center for Juvenile Justice (NcJs) and the ABA. For example, the
ABA testified before the Congress in 1997 that juvenile dependency courts
are confronted with frequent rotation of judges who may or may not have
expertise or an interest in child welfare law. Similarly, cip officials in three
of the five states we visited said that judicial rotation is a problem. For
instance, a Florida crp official told us that some judges may be rotated out
of juvenile dependency court after only 6 months, with the result that
many dependency cases are heard by judges who are unfamiliar with
dependency law. California cip officials stated that judicial officers change
constantly—for example, interested and dedicated judges may be rotated
out after 1 year on the bench. The frequent rotation of judges can
contribute to decisions that are not based on a thorough knowledge of the
individual child and family and can result in unnecessary delays in
reaching decisions about permanent homes, according to experts in the
dependency court process. For example, one expert noted that in some
cases a series of judges makes sequential decisions about the child—that
is, one judge removes the child from the home, another oversees efforts to
reunify the family, another handles permanency planning, and yet another
terminates parental rights. These dependency court experts also
commented that a succession of judges unfamiliar with the family and the
child increases the potential that key facts about the case will be
overlooked.

Page 12 GAO/HEHS-99-13 Juvenile Court Reform




B-281326

Juvenile dependency courts also experience high rates of attorney
turnover, according to experts in the dependency court process and local
officials in four of the five sites we visited. In its review of 25 state cip
assessments and in a related study on attorney representation, NCJFCJ
found that frequent rotation of prosecutors and agency attorneys is a
problem.'*16 California’s cip assessment found rapid rotation of some
county public defenders and noted that parents should not have to adjust
to two to four attorneys over the life of a case. Local attorneys in Illinois,
North Carolina, and Ohio confirmed that rapid turnover occurs among
various attorneys in the dependency arena. Experts agree that the parties
to child maltreatment proceedings need consistent legal representation to
ensure that the information these attomeys supply to the judge is
complete and thorough. According to one expert, children, in particular,
need a single representative to retain their history, including the reasons
they entered the child welfare system.

Limited or underutilized child welfare-related training opportunities
further affect the level of skill and experience the participants bring to the
courtroom. According to experts, such as officials at HHS and NcJJ, and cip
assessment reports, some judges and attorneys lack training specific to
child welfare law, as well as to other family-related topics, such as child
development and the dynamics of child maltreatment. For example, Hus'
cip “Program Instruction,” a document that describes the program and its
requirements, cites insufficient training in child welfare issues for many
participants in the system as a common problem. Additionally, the
principal finding of a national research project conducted by NCJFCJ was
the need for improved training in both the legal and nonlegal aspects of
dependency cases.!S The cip assessment of Cook County, Illinois, noted
that attorneys are poorly trained to handle the types of social service
issues inherent in child maltreatment cases. The North Carolina
assessment noted that judges are not subject to any specific training
requirements other than possessing a law degree. Similarly, attorneys in
Illinois, North Carolina, and Ohio; judges in Florida and Ohio; and local
child welfare officials in California and Ohio stated that dependency court
participants need further training. For example, a judge in Florida

MNCJFCJ, Technical Assistance Bulletin: Summaries of Twenty-Five State Court Improvement
Assessment Reports (Reno, Nev.: Permanency Planning for Children Project, NCJFCJ, Mar. 1998).

YNCJFCJ, Technical Assistance Bulletin: Child Abuse and Neglect Cases: Representation as a Critical
Component of Effective Practice (Reno, Nev.: Permanency Planning for Children Project, NCJFCJ,
Mar. 1998).

NCJFCJ, Child Abuse and Neglect Cases: Representation as a Critical Component of Effective
Practice.

Page 13 GAO/HEHS-99-13 Juvenile Court Reform



B-281326

Data Management Issues

remarked that juvenile dependency court judges must understand the
dynamics of child maltreatment cases and have a grasp of child
psychology. According to this official, many judges have preconceived
notions about child sexual abuse that are changed after the judges take a
class on the impact of child maltreatment.

Experts in the dependency court process agree that a lack of training and
experience in dependency law can also reduce the quality of decisions in
child maltreatment cases. According to these experts, this lack of training
and experience inhibits judicial officers’ ability to gather enough facts
about a case to make fully informed decisions about the child and family.
Similarly, experts indicate that hearing effectiveness is negatively affected
if attorneys are not adequately trained to handle the special demands of
child maltreatment cases and to expedite the cases.

The lack of adequate automated information systems to effectively
manage child maltreatment case flow is a nationwide problem, according
to NcJrcd. Information about individual cases is critical for diagnosing and
responding to the problems of the children and families that come before
the court. For example, courts need data such as the name, age, and
ethnicity of the child; the type of alleged abuse or neglect; dates of
scheduled court hearings; and information on nondependency cases
involving the same family, including domestic violence, divorce, or
criminal actions. The California cip assessment reported that California
lacks statewide standards for information systems and that, although the
courts studied have information systems in place, none are well-designed
for tracking dependency cases, with the possible exception of the Los
Angeles system. North Carolina’s assessment indicated that most of the
information necessary to measure court performance is available, but it is
dispersed among the guardians ad litem, the Administrative Office of the
Courts, and the child welfare agency. Furthermore, many juvenile courts
in North Carolina completely lack automated systems. Fewer than half of
the juvenile court clerks in 40 North Carolina counties surveyed reported
using a computer for any purpose, and none reported using any court
management software or preparing case management information reports
for use at the district or county level. In addition, all 25 state cip
assessments reviewed by NcJFcJ cited the need for improved data systems
in juvenile dependency courts.!”

The lack of effective information systems not only affects the courts’
ability to reach decisions about permanent homes for children but may

"NCJFCJ, Summaries of Twenty-Five State Court Improvement Assessment Reports, p. 17.
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State and Local
Reforms Seek to
Improve Quality and
Timeliness of
Decisions, but
Evaluation Is Needed

also lead to other serious consequences. Experts in the dependency court
process indicate that without automated data systems that track key
events in the court process, courts may not be able to reliably follow the
progress of individual cases through the system and, as a result, may miss
statutory deadlines for making permanency decisions. Furthermore,
dependency courts may be unable to track civil or criminal cases in other
courts within the jurisdiction or in other jurisdictions or simply to share
information between courts. For example, a juvenile dependency court
judge in California related an incident in which he gave custody of a child
to one of the parents. However, because the different courts do not share
case information, this judge did not know the details of the parents’
divorce suit pending in another court. As a consequence, the other parent’s
attorney was able to change the terms of the custody arrangement during
divorce proceedings and essentially overturn the juvenile dependency
court decision. A new juvenile court hearing became necessary to resolve
the conflicting decisions. More serious consequences are also possible.
According to a report on information management in the Cook County,
Illinois, juvenile court,'® the presence of an automated information system
that maintained critical case information in a usable format might have
made a significant difference in a prominent case involving the death of a
child. The report said that, in this case, important information was
amassed only in hard copy, and caseload demands prevented the judge
and attorneys from becoming familiar with essential facts. The judge who
last heard the case had no prior experience with the family and relied on
the assurances of others regarding necessary actions. While many factors
contributed to the child’s death, an independent committee identified a
collective failure to provide the court with crucial information as a major
systemic failing and concluded that information must be more timely and
better disseminated.

States we visited have implemented a variety of reforms to address some
of the problems that have hindered the courts’ ability to quickly resolve
dependency cases. These reforms can be divided into two categories:
those that seek to improve the overall operation and infrastructure of the
courts, such as convening multidisciplinary advisory committees and
developing automated information systems, and those that target
improving decision-making in individual cases, primarily by using
information-gathering and dispute-resolution techniques in addition to
formal court hearings. Regardless of the methods chosen to change the

'%Children and Family Justice Center, Northwestern University School of Law, Information
Management in the Juvenile Court of Cook County (Chicago, Ill.: Northwestern University School of
Law, Jan. 1995), p. 2.
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way juvenile dependency courts handle child maltreatment cases, state
and local officials identified three components essential to instituting and
sustaining reforms over time. Although some progress in reducing
caseloads and shortening case processing times has been noted since
reform efforts began, most locations are just beginning to evaluate and
document results. As a result, states and localities currently do not know
which interventions have improved their courts and which have not.

Many Reforms Seek to
Improve Working
Relationships and the
Avaijlability of Court
Process Information

To improve cooperation between the courts and agencies, states and
localities we visited convened multidisciplinary advisory committees to
(1) work on resolving turf battles, (2) dispel the mistrust among system
participants, and (3) develop and implement other reforms. At the state
level, all five states convened multidisciplinary cip advisory committees,
typically including representatives from key participant groups, such as
child welfare agencies, casas, the state bar, judges, state attorneys, and
other advocates. The advisory committees planned and oversaw the cip
assessment process, analyzed the results, and jointly developed an action
plan to implement reforms. According to cip officials, the value and
benefits derived from these committees far exceed expectations, given the
small size of the cCIp state grants. cIp officials at all sites credited the
program with providing the impetus to assemble a statewide group of key
individuals to consider court reform, adding that the committees
represented the first time system participants were talking and working
together statewide. According to these officials, this unifying force has
proven invaluable in initiating and institutionalizing reforms.

Similarly, the Cook County, Illinois, juvenile court convened local advisory
committees to work on local issues. One such committee, the Table of
Five, which consists of the presiding judge and the heads of the child
welfare agency and the Offices of the Public Guardian, State’s Attorney,
and Public Defender, meets to discuss systemic problems and the pressing
issues surrounding the dependency court. In addition, Table of Five
members work to resolve turf battles, to dispel fear and mistrust, and to
model the right behavior for their employees. Cook County’s Child
Protection Advisory Group, composed of 32 individuals representing all
offices of the court, the child welfare agency, private social service
agencies, legal service providers, advocacy groups, and universities, is
charged with advising the presiding judge on all matters relating to
improving the court’s Child Protection Division. The Group is divided into
subcommittees that focus on various issues, such as alternatives to court
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intervention, making decisions in the best interests of the child, and
terminating parental rights.

Multidisciplinary conferences and training sessions are used in all five
states we visited to impart information to juvenile dependency court
participants on child welfare concepts and court priorities and goals, to
build relationships, and to cross-train to learn each others’ roles in the
child welfare system. According to cip and court staff in these states,
understanding each others’ roles and identifying common goals have
helped reduce the adversarial environment of the court. California’s cip
convened a December 1997 Beyond the Bench Conference, for example, to
enhance collaboration among all participants and to cover court
improvement-related topics, such as collaborative ways to improve child
protection, establishing dependency mediation programs, ensuring quality
in court-appointed attorney representation, and addressing child sexual
abuse. The conference also served as the kick-off activity for cip, whose
staff encouraged each county’s participants to brainstorm as a team on
needed court improvements. North Carolina's District 20—the state’s cIp
pilot site comprising four rural counties—initiated cIp with a joint meeting
of key child welfare system participants, such as county social service
directors, mental health directors, and guardian ad litem administrators.
Monthly training sessions allow court participants to take part in making
reform decisions. The four counties host the sessions on a rotating basis,
with some sessions being county-oriented, some district-oriented, and
some oriented by job discipline. According to cip staff, training across
disciplines helps each participant learn about the roles and responsibilities
of others as well as builds camaraderie among and a higher degree of
professionalism in all court participants.

For courts to meet statutory time frames and to understand the dynamics
and needs of the clients they serve, information is critical. To improve this
key element of court infrastructure, three of the five locations we
visited—California, Illinois, and North Carolina—are developing
information systems statewide or in specific counties. A fourth
location—Hamilton County, Ohio—developed its current juvenile court
information system beginning in 1992 and continues to enhance its
capability. Although the county’s Juvenile Case Activity Tracking System is
not linked to the child welfare agency’s computer system, the court
downloads information to the agency as needed. The systems in the sites
we visited are used, or will be used, to gather and track case data, evaluate
trends, manage workload, and share information. For example,
California’s cip is providing computers to all jurisdictions and has created
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an Internet Web page for information sharing and networking among the
various counties. The Web site will contain a variety of iterus, such as case
summaries—since some courts do not have law libraries—and judicial
opinions. Cook County, Illinois, is developing a comprehensive computer
system for the county’s entire juvenile court, known as the Juvenile
Enterprise Management System (JEMS). JEMS electronically links the court
and its agencies (such as the public guardian, public defender, sheriff, and
state’s attorney) to gather case data and manage workload. North
Carolina’s crr is developing a case management system using laptop
computers and case tracking software developed by the guardian ad litem
program. T

Other Reforms Are
Focused on Improving
Individual Case
Decision-Making

Other reforms under way in the states we visited focus on making
decisions in an individual child’s case, intervening at key points in the
process to gather and share comprehensive information among court
participants, and resolving issues outside the courtroom. State and local
officials believe additional time invested at the beginning of a case can
shorten the length of time it takes to make a permanent placement
decision. For example, Day One Conferences in North Carolina’s District
20 are held on the first business day after a child is taken into custody by
the child welfare agency. In attendance are the parents, child welfare
caseworkers, guardians ad litem, public and mental health liaisons,
attorneys, public education liaisons, child support liaisons, law
enforcement officers, and the court improvement case manager. These
meetings provide a forum to arrange services for the family immediately,
on the basis of the belief that the more quickly the family receives
services, the more likely the family will be able to stay together or be
reunified. The meetings also provide an opportunity to reach agreement on
many aspects of the case outside the courtroom and can reduce the
number of times a case is continued. The Day One group discusses the
need for continued out-of-home placement, case planning and services
provided to the family before removal of the child from the home, and
future service needs. Should a decision be made for the child to remain in
out-of-home care, paternity, parental visitation, and financial support are
also discussed. Cook County, Illinois, has initiated Court Family
Conferences, similar to Day One Conferences, to provide an opportunity
for parents to participate in the process to expedite their children’s return
home. These conferences are held approximately 55 days after the
preliminary protective hearing to discuss issues in the case and, if
possible, set a realistic target date for a successful return home. Attempts
are made to reach agreement on key issues, such as the facts that led to
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removal of the children, the tasks the parents must complete in order to
have their children returned, and the date by which social services will be
provided.

Mediation—seen as a way to handle escalating court caseloads and
possibly decrease court hearings—is used at a variety of different points in
the court process in two of the five local sites we visited. Mediation
involves the intervention of a neutral third party who has no authoritative
decision-making power. The mediator helps the parties—such as the
parents and other relatives, assigned social workers, and child
advocates—come to agreement on issues in dispute in a nonadversarial
setting. Mediations allow all parties to be active in the decision-making
process and to develop a plan in the best interests of the child, thus
reducing the number of issues the court must decide.

The Ninth Judicial Circuit in Florida, for example, uses mediation for the
more difficult cases and a companion initiative—case plan
conferences——for the remaining ones. Case plan conferences follow the
mediation protocol but are not facilitated by a trained mediator. One goal
of these initiatives is to have parents acknowledge the problems that
brought them into the system. According to circuit officials, each method
allows the parties to reach resolution faster and enhances the quality of
trials because every issue in the case does not need to be discussed in
court. Further, the number of trials has decreased as more cases have
been fully resolved in mediation. Circuit officials believe the juvenile
dependency court system has become less adversarial and that the focus
has shifted away from winning or losing a case. Mediations and case plan
conferences, however, place additional resource demands on the system
because the mediation or conference must take place between the
preliminary protective hearing and when the abuse and neglect petition is
officially filed—generally a 3-week period in the Ninth Circuit. Similarly,
Santa Clara County, California, began using mediation in 1992 after the
state legislature encouraged its use as a way to intervene in cases in a
more constructive manner. Mediation may be used at any stage in the
court proceedings. After all areas of agreement are presented to the court,
the court determines the acceptability of any agreements reached.

Another reform—the one-judge model of case management—is used in
four of the five local sites we visited—Hamilton County, Ohio; Santa Clara
County, California; the Ninth Judicial Circuit in Florida; and District 20 in
North Carolina. This staffing process requires the judicial officer presiding
over the preliminary protective hearing to also conduct all subsequent
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hearings until the child is returned home or a decision has been reached
about where the child will permanently reside, generally no later than 12
months after the child is considered to have entered foster care, as
required by federal law. The one-judge model can enhance case
management and guarantees that one person has all the information
regarding the child. According to ncircs’s Resource Guidelines, a judge
who remains involved with a family is more likely to make decisions that
are consistent with the best interests of the child.

Finally, two of the five local sites we visited have increased the length of
the preliminary protective hearing. NcJFcs's Resource Guidelines
recommend that courts allocate 1 hour for these hearings—which are
generally held immediately after a child’s removal from the home—to
allow adequate time to conduct a thorough assessment of the case. Cook
County, Illinois, created an adjunct to its preliminary hearing, known as
the extended temporary custody hearing, resulting in an increase in the
average time spent from about 7 minutes to about 45 minutes. The
extended temporary custody hearings are conducted off-the-record and
cover topics such as visitation plans, placement options, and the initial
service needs of the family, as well as reasonable efforts made by the child
welfare agency and a court review of the necessity of removing the child
from home. At the conclusion of the hearing, information is summarized
and presented to the court at the official preliminary protective hearing.
The Hamilton County, Ohio, juvenile court generally schedules an initial
hearing for 1 hour on the same day the petition has been filed to initiate
the court process. The purpose of the extended hearing is to get the case
moving quickly and to review the child welfare agency’s initial handling of
the case before the preliminary protective hearing. Counsel for parents
and a guardian ad litem for the child are appointed, and the court makes
an in-depth inquiry regarding the child’s current placement, early parental
visitation, and the availability of relatives to care for the child.

Key Ingredients Are
Necessary for Successful
Reform

The experiences of the states and localities that have begun efforts to
reform their juvenile dependency court systems provide valuable lessons
to other jurisdictions contemplating similar reform efforts. During our
field work, state and local officials that have undertaken reforms identified
three ingredients that are key to successful reform efforts: (1) the
presence of judicial leadership and collaboration among child welfare
system participants, (2) the availability of timely information on how the
court is currently operating and processing cases, and (3) the availability
of financial resources to initiate and sustain reform.
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Judicial Leadership and
Collaboration Are Critical

Experts as well as state and local officials in all five locations we visited
agree that reforms cannot occur without strong judicial leadership. These
experts and officials believe that judges set the tone for how reform will
occur; have the authority to institute new court rules, policies, and
practices; and are key to bringing all child welfare system participants on
board. For example, in 1995 the ABA reported on reforms undertaken in the
Kent County, Michigan, juvenile dependency court.!® The ABA found that a
key element of that court’s ability to perform the additional functions
designed to help achieve permanent and safe homes for maltreated
children was a strong commitment from the presiding judge, other judges,
and almost all court staff to meet the individual needs of children and to
achieve safe permanent placements for maltreated children. According to
the NcJFcy, judges in juvenile dependency courts need to feel comfortable
taking a leadership role beyond their traditional role. The juvenile court
judge is expected to actively develop resources and services for at-risk
children and families and to encourage interagency cooperation and
coordination.

Similarly, the juvenile court system is unique in its reliance on the work of
a variety of nonlegal professionals—such as caseworkers, private agency
social workers, and physicians—to make the most informed decisions
possible about an individual child. Collaboration of these participants is
necessary to get reforms under way and keep reforms moving. This
collaboration is critical because these individuals share responsibility with
the judiciary for providing care, representation, and protection for
children removed from their homes. Two ABA reports document the
importance of interdisciplinary collaboration. In 1993, the ABA’s Center on
Children and the Law concluded in a book for child welfare administrators
that the biggest mistake made by child welfare agencies is underestimating
their ability to solve problems together with the court.?’ According to the
Center, agencies should develop well-reasoned strategies for working with
the juvenile courts and give it top priority. Similarly, the ABA’s 1995 report
on the model juvenile court in Kent County, Michigan, found that the
court’s interdisciplinary efforts to resolve individual cases as well as
systemic problems was a key element in its successful reform.?! HHS and
state and local officials in all five states we visited emphasize using a team
approach for identifying and implementing reforms, drawing in all relevant

1ABA, A Second Court That Works.

20ABA, Center on Children and the Law, How to Work With Your Court: A Guide for Child Welfare
Agency Administrators (Washington, D.C.: ABA, 1993).

2ABA, A Second Court That Works.
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Baseline and Ongoing
Information on Court
Operations Is Necessary

groups within the system. For example, in its cip “Program Instruction,”
HHS strongly encouraged state courts to coordinate and collaborate with
other interested parties, programs, and resources, such as state child
welfare agencies, guardians ad litem, and attorneys, in administering the
ctp and designing new systems. Similarly, Florida cip officials commented
that the strength of the cip program is its multidisciplinary focus. The
Florida cip assessment represented the first time all court participants had
been asked their opinion about the condition of child welfare and the
courts. The high level of animosity between the court and the child welfare
agency has diminished, and dialogue between court participants has
increased. Officials added that new child welfare legislation could not
have been passed without the teamwork of the court and the child welfare
agency.

Without the leadership of judges, reform efforts can fail. We found
evidence of this type of failure in North Carolina, where reforms were
originally scheduled for piloting in two judicial districts. Although reforms
were implemented in District 20, the second district dropped out of the
pilot project primarily because of a lack of judicial commitment and
vision, according to a ciP document. The document outlines the problems
encountered and states that although this district had other positive
attributes that increased its chances of implementing successful
reforms—such as cooperative working relationships between the court
and the child welfare agency—the lack of complete support and
commitment from the juvenile court judges impeded the district’s ability to
identify common goals and priorities for change. This lack of support was
manifested in several ways, including the court system'’s tolerance for
attorney tardiness at mediation sessions, disagreements among judges on
how mediation results would be presented in court, and a lack of judges’
involvement in CIP committee meetings and training.

State and local officials in some of the states we visited indicated that
statewide baseline data on how well their courts were meeting statutory
permanency time frames and on the nature of delays in the court process
provided the necessary information to structure reform efforts and to
convince others of the need for change. For example, Florida presented
the results of its cip assessment at a statewide summit to show
participants their role in delaying case resolution. As a result, judicial
officers came to understand the nature of problems in the juvenile court
and how the officers contribute to delays in reaching decisions about
permanent homes for children. According to a cip official, never before has
Florida experienced such judicial activism or court participants seeking

Page 22 GAO/HEHS-99-13 Juvenile Court Reform



B-281326

Financial Resources Are
Essential to Seed and Sustain
Reform Efforts

change on the basis of data and analysis. Similarly, Illinois officials
indicated that the results of the statewide data collection for the cp
assessment provided the proof of what everyone suspected was wrong
with the system, gave validity to the need for reform, and helped identify
the types of reform needed. Judicial officers in California said the cip
assessment was potentially the most powerful document involved in
getting court improvement moving.

Effectively managing abuse and neglect cases over time is essential for
successful permanency planning. According to NcJFcy, a key component of
case management is the use of a monitoring and information system
capable of measuring court progress in moving cases and identifying cases
that have been seriously delayed, among other things. Similarly, ABA’s 1992
report on the Hamilton County, Ohio, court stated that a key to this court’s
successful reforms was its routine collection and use of data.? California
cIp officials told us that data are critically needed because the state does
not know how many children are under the jurisdiction of the court. These
officials are requiring all local cIp projects to provide data because they
believe such data are critical for making good decisions and policies for
children.

HHS and poJ have provided and administered funds for a variety of reforms,
such as development of model courts, the Resource Guidelines, and cips.
These funding streams are significant because experts and state and local
officials agree that juvenile dependency courts have few resources to
independently undertake reform activities. In 1995, ABA reported that child
maltreatment cases still have low priority in most court systems, in terms
of attention by court administrators, assignment of qualified judges, and
allocation of resources.?

Some state and local officials echoed this concern, adding that programs
such as cip were critical to the reform work now occurring. According to
these officials and other experts, CIp provided funding to help the courts
improve the handling of maltreatment cases, enabling and mandating each
state to gather the necessary baseline information and orchestrate
reforms. For example, a Cook County, Illinois, official told us the court
had previously tried to gather baseline information about the permanency
process to no avail—the project was difficult because funding was not
available from federal, state, or local sources. Similarly, Florida cip
officials and court staff told us that, as a result of cip’s initiation and

2ABA, Judicial Implementation of Permanency Planning Reform.

BABA, A Second Court That Works, 1995.
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funding, juvenile dependency courts are in the spotlight for the first time,
and judges are more interested than they were previously in implementing
court improvements. These officials added that the Florida assessment
would not have been possible without cip funding and that no other entity
would have funded other critical activities, such as the establishment of
working groups to develop major revisions to the state’s child protection
statute.

Local Officials Note
Progress, but Few Results
Are Documented

Most sites we visited are just beginning the process of evaluating and
documenting the effectiveness of implemented reforms, although progress
has been made in addressing some of the problems that plague juvenile
dependency courts. For example, Cook County, Illinois, has seen its court
caseload drop from 58,000 in 1994 to 38,000 in 1997, and Hamilton County,
Ohio's, caseload dropped from 4,000 in 1979 to 1,500 in 1995. Cook County
and Hamilton County officials view the drop in caseload as an
improvement in their dependency court process. In addition to smaller
court caseloads, local officials told us anecdotally that other
improvements are occurring, such as (1) fewer court continuances are
requested, granted, or both; fewer cases are contested; and cases seem to
be resolved more quickly; (2) judges are more active in cases, and court
participants are working toward developing a less adversarial
environment; and (3) services for the family begin earlier, and better
information on the family’s progress may be available for court
decision-making on cases.

These improvements, however, have not been formally evaluated.
Although determining the right measures for evaluation can be difficult,
without this kind of information, officials are unable to determine which
interventions have improved their courts and which have not. Evaluation
plans in the states we visited are limited. For instance, the cip Advisory
Committees in all five states are in the early stages of developing
evaluation plans. Illinois cIp officials have required all projects funded with
cIp dollars to provide regular status reports and conduct an evaluation of
the project. Projects previously funded are currently working on
developing evaluations, and projects funded in 1998 must provide a
reporting and evaluation plan to the cip Committee before receiving the
money. In addition, all projects must provide baseline data so that change
can be measured. Illinois officials acknowledge that evaluation will be
difficult, since several changes may be undertaken in one location and it
will be hard to separate out results. In addition, good statistical data are
usually lacking in the counties, which impedes baseline development.
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Concluding
Observations

Agency and Other
Comments

Similarly, a Florida cip official told us that the state plans to evaluate court
improvements statewide using a self-evaluation tool sent to the local
circuits. Unfortunately, judicial circuits are not required under cip to
maintain statistics, and therefore some do not.

The juvenile dependency courts face numerous systemic problems that
hinder their ability to oversee, monitor, and guide decision-making to
protect children and ensure that they are placed in an appropriate,
permanent home. To address these problems, states and localities have
initiated reforms aimed at improving the quality and timeliness of judicial
decisions, in order to minimize the amount of time children spend in the
foster care system. However, if the courts are to move forward in
addressing children’s long stays in the foster care system, they must
remain cognizant of the essential reform components—such as strong
judicial leadership—that we found are common to successful reform
efforts. Adding to the demands of reforming dependency courts, new
federal legislation poses challenges for courts in their attempts to change
the way they monitor and process child maltreatment cases. ASFA requires
states and localities to file a court petition to terminate the parental rights
of the child’s parents if the child has been in foster care for 15 of the most
recent 22 months, as well as to hold the permanency planning hearing no
later than 12 months after the child is considered to have entered foster
care. These provisions exert new pressure on the courts to move cases
more quickly and affect how the courts conduct child maltreatment
proceedings. States and localities not actively engaged in reform will need
to recognize the importance of identifying and implementing new ways to
more quickly move children through the dependency court process and
meet the requirements of this legislation. States and localities already
implementing changes will need to anticipate the consequences of their
reform efforts and restructure them, if necessary, so additional problems
are not created. For example, as the amount of time it takes to establish
plans for where children will permanently live diminishes, states and
localities may see increases in the number of children for whom parental
rights have been severed and for whom they will need to identify potential
placements.

We obtained comments on a draft of this report from HHS, state cip
officials, and local judges responsible for the juvenile dependency courts
in the five locations we visited. HHS commented that it has actively worked
with the states to address court reform issues since the inception of cp
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and outlined a variety of activities the Department has undertaken. Has
also provided technical comments, which we incorporated where
appropriate. State cip and local officials from the five juvenile dependency
courts generally agreed with the report’s findings and provided technical
clarifications about the reforms under way, which we also incorporated in
the report as appropriate.

We are sending copies of this report to the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, state CIP liaisons, state child welfare agencies, and other
interested parties. Copies will also be made available to others on request.
If you or your staff have any questions about this report, please call me at
(202) 512-7215. Other major contributors to this report are listed in
appendix IL.

Sincerely yours,

74

Mark V. Nadel
Associate Director
Income Security Issues
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Appendix 1

Scope and Methodology

To determine what problems the juvenile dependency courts face, we
reviewed the relevant literature and interviewed experts in the
dependency court process, such as officials at national court-related
organizations and researchers. We obtained the perspectives of
representatives of the National Council of Juvenile and Family Court
Judges (NcJrcy), American Bar Association (ABA), National Center for
Juvenile Justice, National Center for State Courts, National
Court-Appointed Special Advocates (casa) Association, National
Association of State Foster Care Managers, Annie E. Casey Foundation,
and Kellogg Foundation. In addition, we interviewed officials of the
Department of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency
Prevention, and the Department of Health and Human Services, Children’s
Bureau. Finally, for the states we visited, we reviewed assessments of
foster care and adoption laws and judicial processes in child maltreatment
proceedings. These assessments were required under the Court
Improvement Program (cip).

To obtain first-hand information on dependency court activities, we
conducted field visits in California, Florida, Illinois, North Carolina, and
Ohio, where we reviewed reforms funded by cip as well as by other
programs. We chose these five locations—Santa Clara County, California;
the Ninth Judicial Circuit in Florida, composed of Orange and Osceola
counties; Cook County, Illinois; Judicial District 20 in North Carolina,
composed of Anson, Richmond, Stanly, and Union counties; and Hamilton
County, Ohio—because experts considered them to be implementing
significant reforms or because cir had been a major impetus for change
there. We also chose a mix of rural, suburban, and urban locations. Florida
and North Carolina were chosen because cip had been the catalyst for
change in those states. Florida’s Ninth Judicial Circuit was chosen because
its cip pilot project had implemented several reforms, including several of
the provisions proposed under the Adoption and Safe Families Act but not
yet enacted by the Congress when Florida's pilot began in August 1997.
North Carolina, a predominantly rural state, had established a cip pilot
project in Judicial District 20. We also selected three states—California,
Illinois, and Ohio—that had reforms under way before cip. California was
chosen because it contained approximately 23 percent of the nation’s
foster care population in fiscal year 1996, and Santa Clara County, because
of its history of reform since the early 1980s. The presiding judge in Santa
Clara County is also seen as a leading expert in reforming child
maltreatment proceedings, according to the aBa and NcJrcy. Illinois was
also chosen because of its high share of the nation’s foster care
population—about 9 percent in fiscal year 1996—and Cook County,
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because of its urban character, known problems in the courts, and status
as an NcJFc) model court. Finally, Hamilton County, Ohio, was selected
because it has been actively reforming its juvenile dependency courts
since the mid-1980s and is considered a model for other courts seeking to
reform.

In each state, we met with state cIP officials to obtain an overview of
ongoing and planned court improvement efforts throughout the state, as
well as with state child welfare officials to discuss their involvement in
court reform. We also obtained state officials’ views of problems in their
courts and challenges that lie ahead. At the local sites we selected, we met
with a variety of participants in the child welfare system, including judicial
officers, attorneys, guardians ad litem, CAsA representatives, court
administrative staff, child welfare officials, and service providers. We
discussed problems and barriers to reforms, progress achieved under the
reforms in place, and remaining obstacles. Finally, we observed court
child maltreatment proceedings in each site.
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106 CONGRESS
18T SESSION S. /«}/Dié

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

introduced the following bill; which was read twice and

To

~N N B AW

referred to the Committee on

A BILL

improve the administrative efficiency and effectiveness
of the Nation’s abuse and neglect courts and the quality
and availability of training for judges, attorneys, and
volunteers working in such courts, and for other purposes
consistent with the Adoption and Safe Families Act of
1997.

Be 1t enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Strengthening Abuse
and Neglect Courts Aet of 1999,

SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
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(1) Under both Federal and State law, the
courts play a crucial and essential role in the Na-
tion’s child welfare system and i ensuring safety,
stability, and permanence for abused and neglected
children under the supervision of that system.

(2) The Adoption and Safe Families Act of
1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115) estab-
lishes explicitly for the first time in Federal law that
a child’s health and safety must be the paramount
consideratioﬁ when any decision 1s made regarding a
child in the Nation’s child welfare system.

(3) The Adoption and Safe Families Act of
1997 promotes stability and permanence for abused
and neglected children by requiring timely decision-
making in proceedings to determine whether children
can safely return to their families or whether they
should be moved into safe and stable adoptive homes
or other permanent family arrangements outside the
foster care system.

(4) To avoid unnecessary and lengthy stays in
the foster care system, the Adoption and Safe Fami-
lies Act of 1997 specifically requires, among other
things, that States move to terminate the parental
rights of the parents of those children who have

been 1n foster care for 15 of the last 22 months.



O:\ERN\ERN99.127

O X0 Jd O W AW

N N RN NN e e ek e et e et e e
A LN = O O 00 NN Rl W = D

S.L.C.
3

(5) While essential to protect children and to
carry out the general purposes of the Adoption and
Safe Families Act of 1997, the accelerated timelines
for the termination of parental rights and the other
requirements imposed under that Act increase the
pressure on the Nation’s already overburdened abuse
and neglect courts.

(6) The administrative efficiency and effective-
ness of the Nation’s abuse and neglect courts would
be substantially improved by the aequisition and im-
plementation of ecomputerized case-tracking systems
to identify and eliminate existing backlogs, to move
abuse and neglect caseloads forward in a timely
manner, and to move children into safe and stable
families. Such systems could also be used to evaluate
the effectiveness of such courts in meeting the pur-
poses of the amendments made by, and provisions
of, the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997.

(7) The administrative efficiency and effective-
ness of the Nation’s abuse and neglect courts would
also be improved by the identification and nmplemen-
tation of projects designed to eliminate the backlog
of abuse and neglect cases, including the temporary

hiring of additional judges, extension of court hours,
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and other projects designed to reduce existing case-
loads.

(8) The administrative efficiency and effective-
ness of the Nation’s abuse and negleet courts would
be further strengthened by improving the quality
and availabihity of training for judges, court person-
nel, agency attorneys, guardians ad litem, volunteers
who participate in court-appointed special advocate
(CASA) programs, and attorneys who represent the
children and the parents of children in abuse and
neglect proceedings.

(9) While recognizing that abuse and neglect
courts in this country are already committed to the
quality administration of justice, the performance of
such courts would be even further enhanced by the
development of models and educational opportunities
that reinforce court projects that have already been
developed, including models for case-flow procedures,
case management, representation of children, auto-
mated interagency interfaces, and ‘best practices”
standards.

(10) Judges, magistrates, commissioners, and
other judicial officers play a central and vital role in
ensuring that proceedings in our Nation’s abuse and

neglect courts are run efficiently and effectively. The
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5
performance of those individuals in such courts can
only be further enhanced by training, seminars, and
an ongoing opportunity to exchange ideas with their
peers.

(11) Volunteers who participate in court-ap-
pointed special advocate (CASA) programs play a
vital role as the eyes and ears of abuse and neglect
courts in proceedings conducted by, or under the su-
pervision of, such courts and also bring increased
public serutiny of the abuse and neglect court sys-
tem. The Nation’s abuse and neglect courts would
benefit from an expansion of this program to cur-
rently underserved communities.

(12) Improved computerized case-tracking sys-
tems, comprehensive training, and development of,
and education on, model abuse and neglect court
systems, particularly with respect to underserved
areas, would significantly further the purposes of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 by reduecing
the average length of an abused and neglected
child’s stay in foster care, improving the quality of
decision-making and court services provided to chil-
dren and families, and increasing the number of

adoptions.
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1 SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:

(a) ABUSE AND NEGLECT CoOURTS.—The term

“abuse and neglect courts” means the State and local

courts that carry out State or local laws requiring proceed-

courts)—

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

2
3
4
5
6 ings (conducted by or under the supervision of the
7
8
9

(1) that implement part B and part E of title
IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.;
670 et seq.) (including preliminéry disposition of
such proceedings);

(2) that determine whether a child was abused
or neglected;

(3) that determine the advisability or appro-
priateness of placement in a family foster home,
group home, or a special residential care facility; or

(4) that determine any other legal disposition of
a child in the abuse and negleet court system.

(b) AGENCY ATTORNEY.—The term ‘‘agency attor-

20 ney”’ means an attorney or other individual, including any

21 government attorney, district attorney, attorney general,

22 State attorney, county attorney, city solicitor or attorney,

23 corporation counsel, or privately retained special prosecu-
I ) I y

24 tor, who represents the State or local agency administrat-

25 ing the programs under parts B and E of title IV of the

26 Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.; 670 et seq.)
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in a proceeding condueted by, or under the supervision of,
an abuse and neglect court, including a proceeding for ter-
mination of parental rights.

(¢) ATTORNEY REPRESENTING A CHILD.—The term
“attorney representing a child” means an attorney or a
guardian ad litem who represents a child in a proceeding
conducted by, or under the supervision of, an abuse and
heg‘l'ect court.

(d) ATTORNEY REPRESEN’NNG A PARENT.—The
term “‘attorney representing a parent’”’ means an attorney
who represents a parent who is an official party to a pro-
ceeding conducted by, or under the supervision of, an
abuse and neglect court.

SEC. 4. GRANTS TO STATE COURTS AND LOCAL COURTS TO
AUTOMATE THE DATA COLLECTION AND
TRACKING OF PROCEEDINGS IN ABUSE AND
NEGLECT COURTS.

(a) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
the Attorney General, acting through the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of the
Office of Justice Programs, shall award grants in
accordance with this section to State courts and

local courts for the purposes of—
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(A) enabling such courts to develop and
implement automated data collection and case-
tracking systems for proceedings conducted by,
or under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-
glect court;

(B) encouraging the replication of such
systems in abuse and neglect courts in other ju-
risdictions; and

(C) requiring the use of such systems to
evaluate a court’s performance in implementing
the requirements of parts B and E of title IV
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et
seq.; 670 et seq.).

(2) LIMITATIONS.—

(A) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—Not less than
20 nor more than 50 grants may be awarded
under this section.

(B) PER STATE LIMITATION.—Not more
than 2 grants authorized under this section

may be awarded per State.

(C) UskE or GRANTS—Funds provided
under a grant made under this section may only
be used for the purpose of developing, imple-

meuting, or enhancing automated data collec-

tion and case-tracking systems for proceedings
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conducted by, or under the supervision of, an

abuse and neglect court.
(b) APPLICATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—A State court or local court
may submit an application for a grant authorized
under this section at sueh time and in such manner
as the Attorney General may determine.

(2) INFORMATION REQUIRED.—An application
for a grant authorized under this section shall con-
tain the following:

(A) A description of a proposed plan for
the development, implementation, and mainte-
nance of an automated data collection and case-
tracking system for proceedings conducted by,
or under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-
glect court, including a proposed budget for the
plan and a request for a specific funding
amount.

(B) A description of the extent to which
such plan and system are able to be replicated
in abuse and neglect courts of other jurisdic-
tions that specifies the common case-tracking
data elements of the proposed system, ineclud-

Ing, at a minimum—
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(1) identification of relevant judges,
court, and agency personnel;

(i1) records of all court proceedings
with regard to the abuse and neglect case,
including all court findings and orders
(bral and written); and

(i1) relevant information about the
subjeet child, including family information
and the reason for court supervision.

(C) In the case of an application submitted
by a local court, a description of how the plan
to implement the proposed system was devel-
oped in consultation with related State courts,
particularly with regard to a State court im-
provement plan funded under section 13712 of
the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993
(42 U.S.C. 670 note) if there is such a plan in
the State.

(D) In the case of an application that 1is
submitted by a State court, a deseription of
how the proposed system will integrate with a
State court improvement plan funded under
section 13712 of sueh Act if there is such a

plan in the State.
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[ () After consultation with the State agen-

2 cy responsible for the administration of parts B

3 and E of title IV of the Social Security Act (42
4 [J.5.C. 620 et seq.; 670 et seq.)—

S (1) a description of the coordination of
6 the proposed system with other child wel-
7 fare data collection systems, including the
8 Statewide automated child welfare infor-
9 mation system (SACWIS) and the adop-
10 tion and foster care analysis and reporting
11 system (AFCARS) established pursuant to
12 section 479 of the Social Security Act (42
13 U.S.C. 679); and
14 (11) an assurance that such coordina-
15 tion will be implemented and maintained.
16 (F') Identification of an independent third
17 party that will conduct ongoing evaluations of
18 the feasibility and implementation of the plan
19 and system and a description of the plan for
20 condueting such evaluations.
21 (G) A description or identification of a
22 proposed funding souree for completion of the
23 plan (if applicable) and maintenance of the sys-
24 tem after the conclusion of the period for which
25 the grant is to be awarded.
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(H) An assurance that any contract en-
tered into between the State court or local court
and any other entity that is to provide services
for the development, iinplementation, or mainte-
nance of the system under the proposed plan
will require the entity to agree to allow for rep-
lication of the services provided, the plan, and
the system, and to refrain from asserting any
proprietary interest in such services for pur-
poses of allowing the plan and system to be rep-
licated in another jurisdiction.

(I) An assurance that the system estab-
lished under the plan will provide data that al-
lows for evaluation (at least on an annual basis)
of the following information:

(1) The total number of cases that are
filed in the abuse and neglect eourt.

(i1) The number of cases assigned to
each judge who presides over the abuse
and neglect court.

() The average length of stay of
children m foster care.

(1iv) With respect to each child under

the jurisdiction of the court—
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(I) the number of episodes of
placement in foster eare;

(II) the number of days placed in
foster care and the type of placement
(foster family home, group home, or
special residential care facility);

(IIT) the number of days of in—l
home supervision; and

(IV) the number of separate fos-
ter care placements.

(v)  The number of adoptions,

guardianships, or other permanent disposi-

tions finalized.

(vi) The number of terminations of

parental rights.

(vit) The number of child abuse and

neglect proceedings closed that had been

pending for 2 or more years.

(viii) With respect to each proceeding

conducted by, or under the supervision of|

an abuse and neglect court—

(I) the timeliness of each stage of
the proceeding from initial filing

through legal finalization of a perma-
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nency plan (for both contested and
uncontested hearings);

(IT) the number of adjournments,
delays, and continuaunces oceurring
during the proceeding, including iden-
tification of the party requesting each
adjournment, delay, or continuance
and the reasons given for the request;

(ITI) the number of courts that
conduct or supervise the proceeding
for the duration of the abuse and ne-
glect case;

(IV) the number of judges as-
signed to the proceeding for the dura-
tion of the abuse and neglect case;
and

(V) the number of agency attor-
neys, children’s attorneys, parent’s at-
torneys, guardians ad litem, and vol-
unteers participating in a court-ap-
pointed special advocate (CASA) pro-
gram assigned to the proceeding dur-
ing the duration of the abuse and ne-

glect case.
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(J) A deseription of how the proposed sys-
tem will reduce the need for paper files and en-
sure prompt action so that cases are appro-
priately listed with national and regional adop-
tion exchanges, and public and private adoption
services.

(K) An assurance that the data collected in
accordance with subparagraph (I) will be made
available to relevant Federal, State, and local
government agencies and to the publie.

(L) An assurance that the proposed system
is consistent with other civil and criminal infor-
mation requirements of the IFederal govern-
ment.

(M) An assurance that the proposed sys-

tem will provide notice of timeframes required

under the Adoption and Safe Families Act of

1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115) for
individual cases to ensure prompt attention and
compliance with such requirements.

CONDITIONS FOR  APPROVAL OF APPLICA-

(1) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—A State court or local

court awarded a grant under this section shall
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expend $1 for every $3 awarded under the
grant to carry out the development, implemen-
tation, and maintenance of the automated data
collection and ease-tracking system under the
proposed plan.

(B) WAIVER FOR HARDSHIP.—The Attor-
ney General may waive or modify the matching
requirement. described in subparagraph (A) in
the case of any State court or local court that
the Attorney General determines would suffer
undue hardship as a result of being subject to
the requirement.

(C) NON-FEDERAL EXPENDITURES.—

(1) CASH OR IN KIND.—State court or
local court expenditures required under
subparagraph (A) may be in cash or in
kind, fairly evaluated, including plant,
equipment, or services.

(11) NO CREDIT IOR PRE-AWARD EX-
PENDITURES.—Only State court or local
court expenditures made after a grant has
been awarded under this section may be
counted for purposes of determining

whether the State court or local eourt has
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satisfied the matching expenditure require-

ment under subparagraph (A).

(2) NOTIFICATION TO STATE OR APPROPRIATE
CHILD WELFARE AGENCY.—No application for a
grant authorized under this section may be approved
unless the State court or local court submitting the
application demonstrates to the satisfaction of the
Attorney General that the court has provided the
State, in the case of a State court, or the appro-
priate child welfare agency, in the case of a local
court, with notice of the contents and submission of
the application.

(3) CONSIDERATIONS.—In evaluating an appli-
cation for a grant under this section the Attorney
General shall consider the following:

(A) The extent to which the system pro-
posed in the application may be replicated in
other jurisdictions.

(B) The extent to which the proposed sys-
tem 1s consistent with the provisions of, and
amendments made by, the Adoption and Safe
Families Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111
Stat. 2115), and parts B and E of title IV of
the Soeial Seeurity Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.;
670 et seq.).
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(C) The extent to which the proposed sys-
tem 1s feasible and likely to achieve the pur-
poses described in subsection (a)(1).

(4) DIVERSITY OF AWARDS.—The Attorney
General shall award grants under this section in a
manner that results in a reasonable balance among
grants awarded to State courts and grants awarded
to local courts, grants awarded to courts located in
urban areas and courts located in rural areas, and
grants aWarded in diverse geographical locations.

(d) LENGTH OF AWARDS.—No grant may be award-

12 ed under this section for a period of more than 5 years.

13

(e) AVAILABILITY OF F'UNDS.—Funds provided to a

14 State court or local court under a grant awarded under

15 this section shall remain available until expended without

16 fiscal year limitation.

17
18
19
20
2]
22
23
24

(f) REPORTS.—

(1) ANNUAL REPORT FROM GRANTEES.—Each
State court or local court that is awarded a grant
under this section shall submit an annual report to
the Attorney General that contains—

(A) a description of the ongoing results of
the independent evaluation of the plan for, and

implementation of, the automated data collee-
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tion and case-tracking system funded under the
grant; and
(B) the information described in subsection

(b)(2)(I).

(2) INTERIM AND PFINAL REPORTS FROM AT-

TORNEY GENERAL.—

(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—Beginning 2
years after the date of enactment of this Act,
and biannually thereafter until a final report is
submitted in accordance with subparagfaph
(B), the Attorney General shall submit to Con-
gress Interim reports on the grants made under
this section.

(B) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 90
days after the termination of all grants awarded
under this section, the Attorney General shall
submit to Congress a final report evaluating the
automated data collection and case-tracking
systems funded under such grants and identify-
ing sucecessful models of such systems that are
suitable for replication in other jurisdictions.
The Attorney General shall ensure that a copy
of such final report is transmitted to the high-

est State court in each State.
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There 1s

(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section,
$10,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 2000 through
2004.

SEC. 5. GRANTS TO REDUCE PENDING BACKLOGS OF
ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES TO PROMOTE
PERMANENCY FOR ABUSED AND NEGLECTED
CHILDREN.

Part E of title IV of the Social Security Act (42
U.S.C. 670 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“SEC. 479B. GRANTS TO REDUCE BACKLOGS OF ABUSE AND
NEGLECT CASES.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the amount appro-
priated under subsection (f), the Secretary shall make
grants to State courts or loeal courts for the purposes of—

“(1) promoting the permanency goals estab-
lished in the Adoption and Safe Families Act of

1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115); and

“(2) enabling such courts to reduce existing
backlogs of cases pending in abuse and neglect
courts, especially with respect to cases to terminate
parental rights and eases in which parental rights to

a child have been terminated but an adoption of the

child has not yet been finalized.
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| “(b) APPLICATION.—A State court or local court
2 shall submit an application for a grant under this section,
3 in such form and manner as the Secretary shall require,

4 that contains a description of the following:

5 “(1) The barriers to achieving the permanency
6 goals established in the Adoption and Safe Families
7 Act of 1997 that have been identified.

8 “(2) The size and nature of the backlogs of
9 children awaiting termination of parental rights or
10 finalization of adoption.

11 “(3) The strategies the State court or local
12 court proposes to use to reduce such backlogs and
13 the plan and timetable for doing so.

14 “(4) How the grant funds requested will be
15 used to assist the implementation of the strategies
16 described in paragraph (3).

17 “(e) UsE OF F'UNDS.—Funds provided under a grant

18 awarded under this section may be used for any purpose
19 that the Secretary determines is likely to successfully
20 achieve the purposes deseribed in subsection (a), including
21 temporarily—

22 “(1) establishing night court sessions for abuse

23 and negleet courts;
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“(2) hiring additional judges, magistrates, coni-
missioners, hearing officers, referees, special mas-
ters, and other judicial personnel for such courts;

“(3) hiring personnel such as clerks, adminis-
trative support staff, case managers, mediators, and
attorneys for such courts; or

“(4) extending the operating hours of such

courts.

“(d) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—Not less than 15 nor
more than 20 grants shall be awarded under this section.

“(e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds awarded
under a grant made under this section shall remain avail-
able for expenditure by a grantee for a period not to ex-
ceed 3 years from the date of the grant award.

“(f) REPORT ON USE OF FUNDS.—Not later than the
date that is halfway through the period for which a grant
is awarded under this section, and 90 days after the end
of such period, a State court or local court awarded a
grant under this section shall submit a report to the Sec-
retary that includes the following:

“(1) The barriers to the permanency goals es-
tablished in the Adoption and Safe Families Act of

1997 that are or have been addressed with grant

funds.



O:\ERN\ERN99.127 S

O 0 9 N N AW

NN N = e e et el e pmd e ek e
No= O 00NN N AW =D

23

“(2) The nature of the backlogs of children that
were pursued with grant funds.

“(3) The specific strategies used to reduce such
backlogs.

“(4) The progress that has been made in redue-
ing such backlogs, including the number of children
in such backlogs—

“(A) whose parental rights have been ter-
minated; and
“(B) whose adoptions have been finalized.

“(5) Any additional information that the Seec-
retary determines would assist jurisdictions in
achieving the permanency goals established in the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997.

“(g) DEFINITION OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT COURT.—
In this section, the term ‘abuse and neglect court’ has the
meaning given that term in section 3(a) of the Strengthen-
ing Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999.

“(h) APPROPRIATION.—Out of any money in the
Treasury of the United States not otherwise appropriated,
there are appropriated for fiscal year 2000 $10,000,000

for the purpose of making grants under this section.”.
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1l SEC. 6. TRAINING IN CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT PRO-

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

CEEDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 474(a)(3) of the Social
Security Act (42 U.S.C. 674(a)(3)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), (D),

and. (E) as subparagraphs (D), (K), and (If), respec-

tively; and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B), the

following:

“(C) 75 pereent of so much of such ex-
penditures as are for the training (including
cross-training with personnel employed by, or
under contract with, the State or local agency
administering the plan in the political subdivi-
slon, training on topics relevant to the legal
representation of clients in proceedings con-
dueted by or under the supervision of an abuse
and neglect court (as defined in section 3(a) of
the Strengthening Abuse and Negleet Courts
Act of 1999), and training on related topics
such as child development and the importance
of developing a trusting relationship with a
child) of judges, judicial personnel, law enforee-
ment personnel, ageney attornevs (as defined in
section 3(b) of such Act), attorneys represent-

ing parents in proeeedings conducted by, or
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under the supervision of, an abuse and neglect
court (as so defined), attorneys representing
children in such proceedings, guardians ad
litem, and volunteers who participate in court-
appointed special advocate (CASA) programs,
to the extent such training is related to provi-
sions of, and amendments made by, the Adop-
tion and Safe Families Act of 1997 (Public

Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115), provided that

any such training that is offered to judges or

other judicial personnel shall be offered by, or
under contract with, the State or local agency
in collaboration with the judicial eonference or
other appropriate judicial governing body oper-
ating in the State,”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 473(&)(6)(B) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 673(a)(6)(B)) 1s amended by striking
“474(a)(3)(E)" and inserting “474(a)(3)(F)”.

(2) Section 474(a)(3)(D) of such Aect (42
U.S.C. 674(a)(3)(D)) (as redesignated by paragraph
(1)(A)) is amended by striking “subparagraph (C)”

and inserting ‘“‘subparagraph (D)”.
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(3) Section 474(c) of sueh Act (42 U.S.C.
674(c)) is amended by striking ‘“subsection

(a)(3)(C)” and inserting “subsection (a)(3)(D)”.

SEC. 7. STATE STANDARDS FOR AGENCY ATTORNEYS.

Section 471(a) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.

671(a)) is amended—

(1) inl. paragraph (22), by striking ‘“‘and” at the
end;

(2) in paragraph (23), by striking the period
and insertilng “; and”; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(24) provides that, not later than January 1,
2001, the State shall develop and encourage the im-
plementation of guidelines for all agency attorneys
(as defined in section 3(b) of the Strengthening
Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999), including
legal education requirements for such attorneys re-
garding the handling of abuse, neglect, and depend-

ency proceedings.”.

20 SEC. 8. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHILD ABUSE, NE-

21
22

GLECT, AND DEPENDENCY MATTERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health and

23 Human Serviees, in coordination with the Attorney Gen-

24 eral, shall provide the technical assistance, training, and

25 evaluations authorized under this section through grants,
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contracts, or cooperative arrangements with other entities,
including universities, and national, State, and local orga-
nizations. The Secretary of Health and Human Services
and the Attorney General should ensure that entities that
have not had a previous contractual relationship with the
Department of Health and Human Services, the Depart-
ment of Justice, or another Federal agency can compete
for grants for technical assistance, training, and evalua-
tions. |

(b) PURPOSE.—Technical assistance shall be pro- -
vided under this section for the purpose of supporting and
assisting State and local courts that handle child abuse,
neglect, and dependency matters to effectively carry out
new responsibilities enacted as part of the Adoption and
Safe Families Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat.
2115) and to speed the process of adoption of children
and legal finalization of permanent families for children
in foster care by improving practices of the courts involved
in that process.

(¢) AcTiviTiES.—Technical assistance consistent
with the purpose deseribed in subsection (b) may be pro-
vided under this section through the following:

(1) The dissemination of information, existing
and effective models, and technical assistance to

State and local courts that receive grants under sec-
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tion 4 concerning the automated data collection and
case-tracking systems and outcome measures re-
quired under that section.

(2) The prowvision of specialized traimming on
child development that is appropriate for judges, ref-
erees, nonjudicial decision-makers, administrative,
and other court-related personnel, and for agency at-
torneys, attorneys representing children, guardians
ad litem, volunteers who participate in court-ap-
pointed special advocate (CASA) programs, or par-
ents.

(3) lThe provision of assistance and dissemina-
tion of information about best practices of abuse and
neglect courts for effective case management strate-
gies and techniques, including automated data col-
lection and case-tracking systems, assessments of
caseload and staffing levels, management of court
dockets, timely decision-making at all stages of a
proceeding conducted by, or under the supervision
of, an abuse and neglect court, and the development
of streamlined case flow procedures, case manage-
ment models, early case resolution programs, mecha-
nisms for monitoring compliance with the terms of
court orders, models for representation of cluldren,

automated interagency interfaces between data
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bases, and court rules that facilitate timely case
processing.

(4) The development and dissemination of
training models for judges, attorneys representing
children, agency attorneys, guardians ad litem, and
volunteers who participate in court-appointed special
advocate (CASA) programs.

(5) The development of standards of practice
for agency attorneys, attorneys representing chil-
dren, guardians ad litem, volunteers who participate
in court-appointed special advocate (CASA) pro-
grams, and parents in such proceedings.

(d) TRAINING REQUIREMENT.—Any training offered

in accordance with this section to judges or other judicial
personnel shall be offered in collaboration with the judicial
conference or other appropriate judicial governing body
operating with respect to the State in which the training

1s offered.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There 1s

authorized to carry out this section $5,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004.
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SEC. 9. GRANTS TO EXPAND THE COURT-APPOINTED SPE-

CIAL ADVOCATE PROGRAM IN UNDERSERVED
AREAS.

(a) GRANTS To EXPAND CASA PROGRAMS IN UN-
DERSERVED AREAS.—The Administrator of the Office of
Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of the De-
partment of Justice shall make a grant to the National
Court-Appointed Special Advocate Association for the pur-
poses of—

(1) expanding the recruitment of, and building
the capacity of, court-appointed special advocate
programs located in the 15 largest urban areas;

(2) developing regional, multijurisdictional
court-appointed special advocate programs serving
rural areas; and

(3) providing training and supervision of volun-
teers in court-appointed special advocate programs.
(b) LIMITAT-ION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDI-

'I‘URES.—Not- more than 5 percent of the grant made

under this subsection may be used for administrative ex-.

penditures.
(¢) DETERMINATION OF URBAN AND RURAL
ARrEAs.—For purposes of administering the grant author-

ized under this subsection, the Administrator of the Office
of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of the De-

partment of Justice shall determine whether an area is



O:\ERN\ERN99.127 S.LC,

31

one of the 15 largest urban areas or a rural area in ac-
cordance with the practices of, and statistical information
compiled by, the Bureau of the Census.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There is
authorized to be appropriated to make the grant author-

ized under this section, $5,000,000 for fiscal year 2000.
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Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act

March 24, 1999
Statement by Senator John D. Rockefeller IV

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I rise today to join Mr. DEWINE in his introduction of
the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act. 1 would like to thank Mr. DEWINE for his
leadership on behalf of vulnerable children, including our bipartisan work on this legislation.
Work on this legislation is based on the bipartisan work of the Senate coalition that supported
the 1997 Adoption and Safe Families Act.

A unique bipartisan coalition formed in 1997 worked hard to forge consensus on the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997. This law, for the first time ever, establishes that a
child’s health and safety must be paramount when any decisions are made regarding children in
the abuse and neglect system. The law was the most sweeping and comprehensive piece of
child welfare legislation passed in over a decade. It promotes safety, stability and permanence
for all abused and neglected children and requires timely decision-making in all proceedings to
determine whether children can safely return home, or whether they should be moved to
permanent, adoptive homes. More specifically, the law requires a State to move to terminate
the parental rights of any parent whose child has been in foster care for 15 out of the last 22
months.

Throughout the process of developing the Adoption Act we heard about the vital role
the Nation’s abuse and neglect courts play in achieving the goals of safety and permanence for
children. We also heard that these courts were seriously overburdened and challenged by
insufficient resources. Now, nearly a year and a half after the passage of the law, courts are
struggling to meet the guidelines. Judges and child welfare professionals in my state of West
Virginia tell me that the law is helping move children through the system more quickly, that
the accelerated timelines are, indeed, essential for the protection of children, and that the effect
of this is that the courts are becoming even more overburdened. We are hearing this same type
of feedback from other judges and child advocates around the country.

These courts - and the judges, lawyers and other court personnel -- make some of the
most difficult and important decisions made by any members of the judiciary. Adjudications of
abuse and neglect, terminations of parental rights, approval of adoptions, and life-changing
determinations require the appropriate level of information, thoughtfulness and care. Judges
throughout the country, like West Virginia’s Chief Justice Margaret Workman, are commited
to the fair and efficient administration of justice in these cases. In 1987, just over 2 million
children, nationally, were reported abused or neglected. By 1997, this number had swelled to
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well over 3 million children. During this period, my own state of West Virginia experienced a
100% increase in child abuse cases. These staggering increases in child abuse have placed an
unconscionable burden on these courts.

Working within their own communities, judges, attorneys, volunteers from the Court
Appointed Special Advocates (CASA) programs and others have found creative and effective
new ways to eliminate their caseload backlogs and move children more efficiently and safely
through the court system. In West Virginia, Judge Workman and others have developed a
comprehensive plan to increase the accountability and efficient administration of abuse and
neglect cases. In Cincinatti, Ohio, Judge Grossman’s abuse and neglect courts have
implemented state-of-the-art computer tracking systems which help them smooth the legal paths
of children in foster care.

Even when courts have the dedication and initiative to implement these innovative
reforms, they simply cannot do it without sufficient resources. The purpose of the
Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act is to help remove the burdens on an even greater
number of courts by increasing both their efficiency and their effectiveness. The bill provides
much needed resources and allows state and local communities the flexibility to develop their
own solutions to administrative problems and caseload backlogs. In January of this year, the
General Accounting Office released a report conducted at the request of Ways and Means
SubCommittee on Human Resources Chairman Shaw, which concluded that there are three
essential ingredients for successful court reform, all of which are incorporated in this Act.
There are four ways this bill will help abuse and neglect courts better serve children and
families. '

The bill first provides a program of grants to states and local courts for the
implementation of computerized case-tracking systems, similar to the one Judge Grossman
created in Ohio. Through the establishment of such systems, courts are able to more easily
track how long a child spends in foster care and the status of their cases. When courts have
such “user-friendly” access to vital case information children truly benefit - they move more
quickly through foster care and on to adoptive homes or other permanent placements. This
grant program will enable state and local courts to design similar computer systems, to
replicate models that have proven successfull in other jurisdictions and to receive technical
assistance as they implement their new programs.

A second important provision of the bill is the grant program that provides State and
local courts the resources they need to eliminate the backlog of abuse and neglect cases.
Throughout the discussions on the Adoption and Safe Families Act, we heard from dozens of
judges and advocates who said that far and away the biggest problem facing their courts was
the overwhelming backlog of these cases. Without creative ways to eliminate these backlogs,
and with the tightened timeframes we created with the new law, the judges emphasized that
children’s cases will simply not move through the court system in a timely manner. Each court
may have their own effective approach to eliminating such backlogs. For some, hiring
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additional staff may be necessary. For others, creating a “Night Court” or “Saturday Court” to
hear these cases would work. Still others may need to restructure duties of court personnel.
This bill will provide grants to those court projects that are designed to result in the effective
and rapid elimination of current backlogs to smooth the way for more efficient courts in the
future.

The Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act also recognizes that judges,
attorneys, court personnel, law enforcement representatives, guardians-ad-litem and all others
who participate in abuse and neglect proceedings can benefit from continuing education
opportunities, improved training and the development of models for effective practice in these
settings. The Act, therefore, extends federal reimbursement for training that is currently
provided to agency caseworkers to judges, attorneys and key court personnel who must make
decision effecting the lives and future of vulnerable children. In addition to this basic,
necessary training for court personnel, we hope it will also foster between cooperation between
child welfare agencies and court personnel that is imperative to make the system work to
ensure the health and safety of children.

Finally, the bill provides for an expansion of the successful CASA - Court Appointed
Special Advocates - volunteer program. This superb volunteer program has demonstrated its
ability to improve outcomes for abused and neglected children. CASA are volunteers specially
trained to speak for the best interests of children who have been abused or neglected. There
are over 710 CASA programs nationwide, whose volunteers represented nearly 200,000
children last year alone. Recently, the Department of Justice recognized CASA as an
“Exemplary Program”. CASA has been operating in West Virginia since 1991 with programs
- currently serving children in 13 of our counties. Of course, there is more work to be done so
that children in all 55 West Virginia counties, and all under-served areas throughout the
country can benefit from the services of these trained and dedicated volunteers. In fact, despite
CASA’s phenomenal volunteer commitment and national praise by courts, and community
leaders, 70% of the children in foster care are still without CASA representation. This bill
will begin to address this gap by providing a $5 million grant to expand its programs into
under-served areas and to improve its abilitiy to recruit, train and supervise volunteers.

- When we talk about how to help abused and neglected children in this country, our
abuse and neglect courts are too often left out of the discussion. With the numbers of abused
and neglected children rising dramatically - in West Virginia alone child abuse reports have
doubled - from 13,000 in 1986 to over 26,000 in 1996 - we need to include every system in
our efforts to make a difference. The courts play a crucial role and I am confident that the
Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act will be a valuable step in making our courts
stronger, more efficient and more able to effectively address the needs of our Nation’s most
vulnerable children. I ask that my colleagues join us in this important effort.

I ask that the text of my statement and a fact sheet about the bill be printed into the
record.
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proper constitutional authority and re-
ject—not ratify—this unconstitutional
tax.

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mrs. MURRAY, Ms.
MIKULSKI, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. CoL-
LINS, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, MR,
REID, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. AKAKA,
Mr. KERRY, Mr. ASHCROFT, Mr.
Dobp, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
TORRICELLI, Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
LIEBERMAN, and Mr. SARBANES):

S. 706. A bill to create a National Mu-
seum of Women's History 'Advisory
Committee; to the Committee on Rules
and Administration.

ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR THE
NATIONAL MUSEUM OF WOMEN'S
HISTORY

e Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, in honor
of Women'’s History Month, today I am
introducing legislation to create an
Advisory Committee for the National
Museum of Women’s History. I am
pleased to be joined by 17 of my col-
leagues: Senators HUTCHISON, MURRAY,
MIKULSKI, BOXER, COLLINS, ROCKE-
FELLER, REID, BIDEN, AKAKA, KERRY
(MA), ASHCROFT, Dopp, DURBIN,
TORRICELLI, INOUYE, LEIBERMAN, and
SARBANES.

For far too long, women have con-
tributed to history, but have largely
been forgotten in our history books, in
our monuments, and in our museums.
It is long past time that the roles
women have played be removed from
the shadows of indifference and given a
place where they can shine.

The bill we are introducing today
will create a 26 member Advisory Com-
mittee to look at the following three
issues and report back to Congress con-
cerning (1) identification of a site for
the museum in the District of Colum-
bia; (2) development of a business plan
to allow the creation and maintenance
of the museum to be done solely with
private contributions and 3) assistance
with the collection and program of the
museum.

It is important to note that this bill
does not commit Congress to spending
any money for this museum. The Com-
mittee’s report will tell us the feasi-
bility of funding the museum privately.
And I believe that the Museum's Board
has shown that they have the ability to
do just that.

The concept for the National Mu-
seum of Women's History (NMWH) was

created back in 1996. Since that time,

the Board of Directors, lead by Presi-
dent Karen Staser, has worked tire-
lessly to build support and interest for
this project. And judging by the fact
that they have raised more than $10.5
million for the project, lent their sup-
port to the moving of the Suffragette
statute from the crypt to the Rotunda,
and raised $85,000 for that effort, I'd say
they are well on their way to success.

They have also spent a lot of time
answering the question “why do we
need a women's museum when we have
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the SMITHsonian."” The first answer to
that comes from Edith Mayo, Curator
Emeritus of the Smithsonian National
Museum of American History, who
notes that since 1963 only two exhib-
its—two—were dedicated to the role of
women in history.

The fact is, in the story of America’s
success, the chapter on women's con-
tributions has largely been left on the
editing room floor. Here’s what I mean:
Many of us know that women -fought
and got the vote in 1920, with the rati-
fication of the 19th Amendment to the
Constitution. But how many know that
Wyoming gave women the right to vote
in 1869, 51 years earlier, and that by
1900 Utah, Colorado and Idaho had
granted women the right to vote? Or
that the suffragette movement took 72
years to meet its goal? And few know
that the women of Utah sewed dresses
made from silk for the Suffragettes on
their cross country tour.

History is filled with other little
known but significant milestones: like
the first woman elected to the United
States Senate was Hattie Wyatt Cara-
way from Louisiana in 1932. That Mar-
garet Chase Smith, from my home
state of Maine, was the first woman
elected to the US Senate in her own
right in 1948, and In 1962 became the
first women to run for the US Presi-
dency in the primaries of a major polit-
ical party. Or that the first female cab-
inet member was Frances Perkins, Sec-
retary of Labor for FDR..

How many people know that Mar-
garet Reha Seddon was the first US
woman to achieve the full rank of as-
tronaut, and flew her first space mis-
sion aboard the Space Shuttle ‘‘Dis-
covery' in 1985, twenty three years
after the distinguished former Senator
from the State of Ohio, John Glenn
completed his historic first flight in
space?

And I can guarantee you.more people
know the last person to hit over .400 in
baseball—Ted Williams—than can
name the first woman elected to Con-
gress—Jeannette Rankin of Montana,
who was elected in 1916, four years be-
fore ratification of the 19th Amend-
ment gave women the right to vote.

Hardly household names. But they
should be. And with a place to show-
case their accomplishments, perhaps
one day they will take their rightful
place beside America’s greatest minds,
visionary leaders, and groundbreaking
figures. But until then, we have a long
way to go.

Whatever period of history you
chose—wormen  played a role. Sybil
Ludington, a 16-year-old, rode through
parts of New York and Connecticut in
April of 1777 to warn that the Redcoats
were coming. Sacajawea, the Shoshone
Indian guide, helped escort Lewis and
Clark on their 8000 mile expedition.
Rosa Parks. Jo Ann Robinson and

Myrlie Evers played important roles in
the civil rights movement in the 50's
and 60's. And as we move into the 21st
century, the role of women—who now
make up 52 percent of the population—
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will continue to be integral to the fu-
ture success of this country.

In fact the real question about the
building of a women’'s museum is not
so0 much where it will be built—a]-
though that remains to be explored.
And it's not even who will pay for it—
as I've said, it will be done entirely
with private funds. The real question
when it comes to a museum dedicated
to women'’s history is, where will they
put it all! .

I would argue that we have a solemn
responsibility to teach our children,
and ourselves, about our rich past—and
that includes the myriad contributions
of women, in all flelds and every en-
deavor. These women can serve as role
models and inspire our youth. They can
teach us about our past and guide us
into our future. They can even prompt
young women to consider a career in
public service—as Senator Smith of
Maine did for me.

Instead, today in America, more
young women probably know the
names of the latest super models then
the names of the female members of
this Administration's Cabinet. That is
why we need a National Museum of
Women's History, that is why I am
proud to sponsor this legislation, and
that is why I hope that my colleagues
will join us in supporting the creation
of this Advisory Committee as a first
step toward writing the forgotten chap-
ters of the history of our nation.e

By Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr.
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. CHAFEE, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
KERRY, and Mr. KERREY):

S. T708. A bill to improve the adminis-
trative efficiency and effectiveness of
the Nation's abuse and neglect courts
and the quality and availability of
training for judges, attorneys, and vol-
unteers working in such courts, and for
other purposes consistent with the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

THE STRENGTHENING ABUSE AND NEGLECT

COURTS ACT OF 1999

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise
today to introduce the Strengthening
Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999, a
bill to improve the administrative effi-
ciency and effectiveness of the juvenile
and family courts, as well as the qual-
ity and availability of training for
judges, attorneys and guardian ad
litems. I am joined in this introduction
by Senator ROCKEFELLER, and I thank
him for all of his hard work on behalf
of abused and neglected children and I
look forward to working with him as
we move forward with this legislation.

I have been involved with children’s
issues for over two decades,'not just as
the father of eight, but also as a local
county elected official. I know the
kinds of problems that exist at the
ground level, and I think it's very im-
portant that we work together to ad-
dress them.

This is especially true today, as op-
posed to a couple of years ago, because
the child welfare agencies and the
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F courts have an important ngv(r_ task—
B- the implementation of the Adoption
- and Safe Familles Act.

ALt e L LD L SV

Almost one and a half years ago,
Congress passed this historic piece.-of
legislation, which was designed to en-

E courage safe and permanent family

placements for abused and neglected
children—and to decrease the amount
of time that a child spends in the foster
care system. With this law, we make it
clear that the health and safety of the
child must come first when making

any decision for a child in the abuse:

and neglect system. This law shortens
the time line for children  in foster
care. Specifically, the'law requires ini-
tiation of proceedings to terminate pa-
rental rights for any child who has
been in the foster care system for 15 of
the last 22 months.

These timelines are very importa.nt
Foster care was meant to be a tem-
porary solution—but for too many chil-
dren foster care has.become a way of
life. However, the institution of these
timelines has created.additional pres-
sure on an a.lrea.dy overburdened court
system.

To give you an idea of the burden
that already exists, consider this:
When the Family Court was estab-
lished in New York in 1962, it reviewed
96,000 cases the first year. By 1997, the
case load had increased to 670,000 cases.

A September 1997 report by the Fund
for Modern Courts found that Family
Court judges were overburdened and
forced to provide, quote, ‘assembly
line justice’’-—because they only had a
few minutes to review each case. The
report found that in Brooklyn, cases
receive an average of 4 minutes before
a judge on a first appearance and little
more than 11 minutes on subsequent
appearances. The report concluded
that, quote: “It is easy to understand
how a tragedy can result from deci-
sions made based on so little actual
time in court.”” End of quote.

And that's not the only problem in
the system. In Cuyahoga County, Ohio,
the juvenile court identified 3,000 cases
that were open, but inactive. In most
of these cases, the child had been
charged with a minor crime, but never
had his or her case scheduled for trial.
But more. than 100 of these cases in-

volved children who remained in foster
care for months or even years, despite.

the fact that a judge had ordered them

.to be returned home to their parents.

Another problem faced in Cuyahoga
County, and in many other places, is
the missing file. Until recently, the
court had no central clerk’s file, so
there.was no way of tracking the loca-
tion of a particular file. If the file
could not be found on the day of a
hearing or review, it would result in a
postponement, adding months to a
child’'s stay In foster care. It is undis-
puted that children need permanency
as quickly as possible. It is simply un-
conscionable that children should be
trapped in foster care by a Dickensian
nightmare of paperwork.

And you also have to wonder where
the lawyers, case workers and guard-
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ians for these children were—and what
they were doing as these cases dragged
on for months or even years longer
than necessary. It is a symptom of the
overburdened child welfare system and
the lack of resources available for ev-
eryone involved —the child welfare
agencies, the attorneys, the guardians,
the courts. It's not their fault, but it's
not tolerable either.

We, collectively—as public servants,
and as a soclety—must do better.

Some abuse and neglect courts have
already found Iinnovative ways to
eliminate their backlog of cases and
move children toward permanency. One
example is in Hamilton County, Ohio,
where the Juvenile Court, under the
leadership. of .Judge David Grossmann,
has instituted a system that success-
fully has reduced the amount of time a
child spends in care. Hamilton County

added hearing officers so that more’
tirmne could be spent on each case—lead--

ing to better quality decision making
and reduced case loads. The court also
developed a computer tracking system
so that the judge could have essential
information on each case at his or her
fingertips, and the ‘‘missing file”
would no longer be a bar to perma-
nency.

The state of Connectxcut; has also
created an innovative way of dealing
with the backlog of cases in its child
welfare system. The Child Protection
Session is a court dedicated to settling
the most difficult abuse and neglect
cases—contested cases of abuse and ne-
glect and termination of parental
rights proceedings. Connecticut has
recognized that these types of cases
need to be handled expeditiously, and
as a result of the special session, these
cases are now being handled in months,
rather than years, to the benefit of all
of the children involved.

The General Accounting Office (GAO)
recently reported to Congress the re-
sults of its review of juvenile and fam-
ily courts performance "in achieving
permanence for children. GAO identi-
fled three elements that are essential
to successful court reform.

(1) Judicial leadership and collabora-
tion among the child welfare pa.rtici-
pants.

(2) Timely information rega.rdmg the
court’s operations and processing of
cases; and

(3) Sufficient financial resources to
initiate and sustain reform.

The Strengthening Abuse: and Ne-
glect Courts Act of 1999 incorporates
all of these elements. The bill provides
competitive grants to courts to create
computerized case tracking systems
and to encourage the replication and
implementation of successful systems
in other courts. The bill also provides
grants to courts to reduce pending
backlogs of abuse and neglect cases so
that courts are able to comply with the

‘time lines established in the Adoption

and Safe Families Act.

The bill also includes a provision to
allow judges, attorneys and_court per-
sonnel to qualify for training under
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Title IV-E's existing training provi-
sions. Finally, the bill includes a provi-
sion that would expand the CASA pro-
gram to underserved and urban areas
so that more children are able to ben-
efit from its services.

When Congress passed the Adoption
and Safe Farnilies Act, I said that the
bill is a good start, but that Congress
will have to do more to make sure that
every child has the opportunity to live
in a safe, stable, loving and permanent
home. One of the essential ingredients
in this process is an efficiently oper-
ating court system. After all, that's
where a lot of delays occur. As well-in-
tentioned as the strict time lines of the
Adoption and Safe Familles Act are,
mandatory filing dates won't Dbe
enough to promote permanency.if the
court docket is too clogged to move the-
cases through the system. We need to
provide assistance to the courts so that
administrative efficiency and effective-
ness are improved and the goals of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act will be
more readily achieved. I encourage my
colleagues to support this legislation
and I am committed to pushing for its
timely consideration.:

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a copy of the bill be printed
in the RECORD. )

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

T S.708

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION L SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as r.he ‘*Strength-
ening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999,
SEC. 2. FINDINGS: '

Congress finds the following: .
(1) Under both Federal and State law, the
courts play a crucial and essential.role in
the Nation’s child welfare system and.in en-

- suring safety, stability, and permanence for

abused and neglected ‘children under the su-
pervision of that system.

(2) The Adoption and Safe Families Act of
1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115) estab-
lishes explicitly for the first time in Federal
law that a child's health and safety must be
the paramount consideration when any deci-
sion is made regarding a child in the Na-
tion’s child welfare system. -

(3) The Adoption and Safe Families Act of
1997 promotes stability and permanence for
abused and neglected children by. requiring

* timely decision-making in proceedings to de-

termine whether children can safely return
to their families or whether they should be.
moved into safe and stable adoptive homes
or other permansent family arrangements
outside the foster.care system. )

(4) To avoid unnecessary and lengthy stays
in the foster care system, the Adoption and
Safe Familles Act of 1997 specifically re-
quires,” among other things,  that States
move to terminate the parental rights of the
parents of those children who have been in
foster care for 15 of the last 22 months.

(5) While essential to protect children and
to carry out the general purposes of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997, the
accelerated timelines for the termination of
parental rights and the other requirements
imposed under that Act increase the pressure
on the Nation's already overburdened abuse
and neglect courts.
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(6) The administrative efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the Nation's abuse and neglect
courts would be substantially {mproved by
the acquisition and implementation of com-
puterized case-tracking systems to identify
and eliminate existing backlogs, to move
abuse and neglect caseloads forward in a
timely manner, and to move children into
safe and stable families. Such systems could
also be uged to evaluate the effectiveness of
such courts in meeting the purposes of the
amendments made by, and provisions of, the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997. -

(7) The administrative efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the Nation's abuse and neglect

“ courts would also be improved by the Identi-
flcation and implementation of projects de-
signed to eliminate the backlog of abuse and
.neglect cases, including the temporary hir-
ing of additional judges. extension of court
hours, and other pro]ecta designed t.o reduce
existing caseloads. .

(8) The administrative efficiency and effec-
tiveness of the Natlon's abuse and neglect
courts would be further strengthened by im-

proving the quality and availability of traln--

ing for judges, court personnel, agency attor-

‘neys, guardians ad litem, volunteers who
participate in court-appointed special advo-
.cate (CASA) programs, and attorneys who
represent the children and the parents of
children in abuse and neglect proceedings.

(9) While recognizing that abuse and ne-
glect courts {n this country are already com-
mitted to the quality administration of jus-
tice, the performance of such courts.would
be even further enhanced by the development
of models and educational opportunities that

.reinforce court projects that have already
been developed., including models. for case-
flow procedures, case management, represen-
tation of children, automated. interagency
interfaces, and “‘best practices’’ standards.

(10) Judges, magistrates, commissioners,
.and other judicial officers play a central and
vital role in ensuring that proceedings in our
Nation's abuse and neglect courts are run ef-
fictently and effectively. The performance of
those individuals {n such courts ¢an only be
further enhanced by training, seminars, and
an ongoing opponunlcy co exchange ideas
with their peers.

" -(11) Volunteers who particlpaca in court-

‘appointed special advocate (CASA) programs

play a vital role as the eyes and ears of abuse
and neglect courts in proceedings conducted
by, or under the supervision of, such courts
and also bring increased public scrutiny of
the abuse and neglect court system. The Na-
tion's abuse and neglect courts would beneflt
from an expansion of this program. to cur-
rently underserved communities. .

(12) Improved computerized case-tracking
systems, comprehensive training, and devel-
opment of, and education on, model. abuse
and neglect court systems, particularly with

respect to underserved areas, would signifi-

cantly further the purposes of the Adoption
and Safe Families Act of 1997 by reducing the
average length of an abused and neglected
child’s stay in foster care. improving the
quality of decision-making and court serv-
ices provided to children and fs.mllies. and
increasing the number of. adopuons
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act: :

(a) ABUSE AND NEGLECT COURTS. —The term
*abuse and neglect courts’’ means the State

and local courts that carry out State or local *

laws requiring proceedings (conducted by or
under the supervision of the courts)—

(1) ‘that implement part B and part E of
title IV of the Soclal Security Act (42 U.S.C.
620 et seq.; 670 et seq.) (Including preliminary
disposition of such proceedings),

(2) that determine whether a chﬂd was
abused or neglected;
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(3) that determine the advisability or ap-
propriateness of placement in a family foster
home, group home, or a special residential
care facility; or

(4) that determine any other legal disposi-
tion of a child {n the abuse and neglect court
system. ’

(b) AGENCY ATTORNEY.—The term '‘agency
attorney' means an attorney or other indi-
vidual, including any government attorney,
district attorney, attorney general, State at-
torney, county attorney, city solicitor or at-
torney, corporation counsel, or privately re-
tained special prosecutor, who represents the
State. or local agency administrating the
programs under parts B and E of title IV of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.;
670 ot seq.) in a proceeding conducted by, or
under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-
glect court, including a proceeding for termi-
nation of parental rights. .

(¢) ATTORNEY REPRESENTING A CHILD. ——'I‘he
term ‘‘attorney representing a child’ means
an attorney or a guardian ad litem who rep-
resents a child in a proceeding conducted by,
or under the supervisjon of, an abuse and ne-
glect court.

(d) ATTORNEY REPRESENTING A PARENT.—

The term ‘‘attorney representing a parent”

means an attorney who represents a parent

who is an official party to a proceeding con-

ducted by, or under the supervision of, an

abuse and neglect court. .

SEC. 4. GRANTS TO STATE COURTS AND LOCAL
COURTS TO AUTOMATE THE DATA

. COLLECTION AND TRACKING OF
-PROCEEDINGS IN ABUSE AND NE-
GLECT COURTS.
(a) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.—

* (1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),

the Attorney General, acting through the Of-

fice of Juvenile Justice. and Delinquency

‘Prevention of the Office of Justice Programs,

shall award grants in accordance with this
section to State courts and local courts for
the purposes of—

(A) enabling such courts to develop and im-

. plement automated data collection and case-

tracking systems for proceedings conducted
by. or under the supervision of, an abuse and
neglect court: .

. (B) encouraging the replication of such

-gystems in abuse and neglect courts in other

jurisdictions; and

(C) requiring the use of such systems to
evaluate a court’s performance in Imple-

menting the requirements of parts B and E
of title IV of -the Social Security Acz (42
U.S.C. 620 et seq.; 670 et seq.).

(2) LIMITATIONS.—

(A) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—Not less than 20
nor more-than 50 grants may be awarded
under this section.

(B) PER STATE LIMITATION.—Not more than

-2 grants authorized under this section may

be awarded per State.

(C) USE OF GRANTS. —Funds provided under
a grant made under this section may only be
used for the purpose of developing, imple-
menting, or enhancing automated data col-
lection and case-tracking systems for pro-
ceedings conducted by, or under the super-
vision of, an abuse and neglect cours.

(b) APPLICATION.— -

(1) IN GENERAL.—A State court or local
court may submit an application for a grant
authorized under this section at such time
and {n such manner as the Attorney General
may determine. )

(2), INFORMATION REQUIRED.—An application
for a grant authorized under this section
shall contain the following:

(A) A description of a proposed plan for the
development, implementation, and mainte-
nance of an aufomated data collection and
case-tracking system for proceedings con-
ducted by, or under the supervision of, an
abuse and neglect court, including a pro-
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posed budget {or the plan and a request for a
specific funding amount.

(B) A description of the extent to which
such plan and system are able to be rep-
licated {n abuse and neglect courts of other
jurisdictions that specifies the common case-
tracking data elements of the proposed sys-
tem, including, at a minimum—

(1) identification of relevant judges, court,
and agency personnel;

(11) records of all court proceedings with
regard to the abuse and neglect case, {nclud-
ing all court ﬁndlngs and orders (oml and
written); and

(1i1) relevant information about the subject
child, lncluding family information and the
reason for court supervision.

{(C) In the case of an application submitted
by a local court, a description of how the
plan to implement the proposed system was

- developed in consultation with related State

courts, particularly with regard to a State
court improvement .plan funded under sec-
tion 13712 of the Omnibus Budget Reconcili-
ation Act of 1993 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) if there
{s such a plan in the State.
. (D) In the case of an application ma.t; is
submitted by a State court, a description of
how the.proposed system will integrate with
a State court improvement plan funded
under section 13712 of such Act if there is
such a plan in the State.

(E) After consultation with.the State agen-

‘cy responsible for the administration . of

parts B and E of title IV of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.; 670 ot seq.)—
(1) a description of the coordination of the

. proposed system with other child welfare

data collection systems, including the State-
wide automated child welfare information
systern (SACWIS) and the adoption and fos-
ter care analysis and reporting system
(AFCARS) established pursuant to section
479 of the Soclal Security Act (42 U.S.C. 679);
and

(if) an assurance that such coordination
will be implemented and maintained.

(F) Identification of an independent third
party that will conduct ongoing evaluations
of the feasibility and implementation of the
plan and system and a description of the
pian for conducting such evaluations.

(G) A description or {dentification of a pro-
posed funding source for completion of the
plan (if applicable) and maintenance of the
system after the conclusion of the pertod for
which the grant {3 to be awarded.

(H) An assurange that any contract en-

-ceted into between the State court or local

court and any other entity that is to provide
services for the development, implementa-
tion, or maintenance of the system under the
proposed plan will require the entity to
agree to allow for replication of the services
provided, the plan, and the system, and to
refrain from asserting any proprietary inter-.
est in such services for purposes of allowing
the plan and system to be replicated in an-
other jurisdiction.

(I) An assurance that the system estab-
lished under the plan will provide data that
allows for evaluation (at least on an annual
basis) of the following information: :

(1) The total number of cases that are filed
in the abuse and neglect court.

(11) The number of cases assigned to each
judge who presides over the abuse and ne-
glect court.

(111) The average length of stay of children
in foster-care.

(1v) With respect to each ‘child under the
jurisdiction of the court—

(I) the number. of episodes of placement in
foster care; .

(1) the -number of days placed in. toszer
care and the type of placement (foster family ’
home, group home, or special residanr,ial__
care facility); s

"
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(II1) the number of days of in-horne super-
vision; and

(IV) the number of separate foster care
placements. ’

V) The number of adoptions,
guardianships, or other permianent disposi-
tions finalized.
(vl) The number of terminations of paren-

* tal rights..

(vil) The number of child abuse and neglect
proceedings closed that had been pending for
2 or more years.

(vili) With respect to each proceeding con-
ducted by. or under the supervision of, an
abuse and neglect court—

(I) the timeliness of each stage of the pro-
ceeding from initial filing through legal fl-

nalization of a permanency plan (for both .

contested and uncontested hearings);

(II) the number of adjournments, delays,
and continuances occurring during the pro-
ceeding, including identification of the party
requesting each adjournment, delay, or con-
tinuance and the reasons given for the re-
quest; .

(II) the number of courts that conduct or
gupervise the proceeding for the duration of
the abuse and neglect case;

(IV) the number of judges assigned to the
proceeding for the duration of the abuse and
neglect case; and )

(V) the number of agency attorneys, chil-
dren's attorneys, parent's attorneys, guard-
ians ad litem, and volunteers participating
in a court-appointed special advocate

. (CASA) program assigned to the proceeding

during the duration of the abuse and neglect
case.

(J) A description of how the proposed sys-
tem will reduce the need for paper files and
ensure prompt action so that cases are ap-
propriately listed with national and regional
adoption exchanges, and public and private
adoption services.

(K) An assurance that the data collected in
accordance with subparagrapb (I) will be
made avallable to relevant Federal, State,
and local government a.gencles and to the
public.

(L) An assurance that the proposed system
is consistent with other civil and criminal
information requirements of the Federal
government.

(M) An assurance that the proposed system
will provide notice of timeframes required
under the Adoption and Safe Familles Act of
1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115) for in-
dividual cases to ensure prompt attention
and compliance with such requirements.

(c) CONDITIONS FOR APPROVAL OF APPLICA-
TIONS.—

(1) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—A State court or local

court awarded a grant under this section:

shall expend $§1 for every $3 awarded.under
the grant to carry out the development. Im-
plementation, and maintenance of the auto-
mated data collection and case-tracking sys-
tem under the proposed plan.

(B) WAIVER FOR HARDSHIP.—The A:t,omey
General may waive or modify the matching
requirement described in subparagraph (A) in
the case of any State court or local court
that the Attorney General determines would
suffer undue hardship as a result of being
subject to the requirement.

(C) NON-FEDERAL EXPENDITURES.—

(1) CASH OR IN XIND.—State court or local
court expenditures required under subpara-
graph (A) may be in cash or in kind, fairly
evaluated, including plant, equipment, or
services.

(1) No CREDIT FOR PRE-AWARD EXPENDI-
TURES.—Qnly State court or local court ex-
penditures made after a grant has been
awarded under this section may be counted
for purposes of determining whether the
State court or local court has satisfied the
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' matching * expenditure requirement under

subparagraph (A).

(2) NOTIFICATION TO STATE OR APPROPRIATE
CHILD WELFARE AGENCY.—No application for a
grant authorized under this section may be
approved unless the State court or local
court submitting the application dem-
onstrates to the satisfaction of the Attorney
General that the court has provided the
State, in the case of a State court, or the ap-
propriate child welfare agency, in the case of

.a local court, with notice of the contents and

submission of the application.

(3) CONSIDERATIONS.—In evaluating an ap-
plication for a grant under this section the
Attorney General shall consider the fol-
lowing:

(A) The extent to which the system pro-
posed in the application may be replicated in
other jurisdictions.

(B) The extent to which the proposed sys-

tem 18 consistent with the provisions of, and-

amendments made by, the Adoption and Safe
Families Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111
Stat. 2115), and parts B and E of title IV of
the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.;
670 et seq.).

(C) The extent to which the proposed sys-
tem is feasible and likely to achieve the pur-
poses described in subsection (a)(1). o

(4) DIVERSITY OF AWARDS.—The Attorney
General shall award grants under this sec-
tion {n 2 manner that results in a reasonable
balance among grants awarded to State
courts and grants awarded to local courts,
grants awarded to courts located in urban
areas and courts located in rural areas, and
grants awarded in diverse geographical loca-
tions..

(d) LENGTH OF AWARDS.—No grant may be
awarded under this section for a period of
more than 5 years.

(e) AVAILABILITY OF - FUNDS.—Funds pro-
vided to a State court or local court under a

grant awarded under this section shall re-.

main available until expended without fiscal
year limitation.

(f) REPORTS.—

(1) ANNUAL REPORT FROM GRANTEES.—Each
State court or local court that is awarded a
grant under this section shall submit an an-
nual report to the Anborney General that
contains—

(A) a description of the ongoing results of
the independent evaluation of the plan for,

and implementation of, the automated data -

collection and case-tracking system funded
under the grant; and

(B) the information described in subaecdon
(DX} 2XD).

(2) INTERIM AND FINAL REPORTS FROM AT-
TORNEY GENERAL.—

(A) INTERIM REPORTS.—Beginning 2 years
after the date of enactment of this Act, and
biannually thereafter until a flnal report is
submitted in accordance with subparagraph
(B), the Attorney General shall submit to
Congress interim reports on the grants made
under this section. :

(B) FINAL REPORT.—Not later than 90 days
after the termination of all grants awarded
under this section, the Attorney General
shall submit to Congress a flnal report evalu-
ating the automated data collection and

" case-tracking systems funded under such

grants and identifying successful models of
such systems that are suitable for replica-
tion {n other jurisdictions. The Attorney
General shall ensure that a copy of such
final report is transmitted to the highest
State court in each State.

() AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section, $10,000,000 for the pe-
riod of fiscal years 2000 through 2004.
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SEC. 5. GRANTS TO REDUCE PENDING BACKLOGS
OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES TO
PROMOTE PERMANENCY FOR
ABUSED AND NEGLEC!‘ED CHIL-
DREN.

Part E of title IV of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 670 et seq.) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“SEC. 479B. GRANTS TO REDUCE BACKLOGS OF
ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES.

‘/(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the amount
appropriated under subsection (), the Sec-
retary shall make grants to State courts or
local courts for the purposes of—

‘(1) promoting the permanency goals es-
tablished in the Adoption and Safe Families
Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115);
and

*(2) enabling such courts to reduce exisr,-
ing backlogs of cases pending in abuse and
neglect courts, especially with respect to
cases to terminate parental rights and cases
in which parental rights to a child have been
terminated but an adoption of the child has
not yet been flnalized.

*‘(b) APPLICATION.—A. State court or local
court shall submit an application for a grant
under this sectjon, in such form and manner
as the Secretary shall require, that contains
a description of the following:

‘(1) The barriers to achieving the perma-
nency goals established in the Adoption and
Safe Families Act of 1997 that have been
identified.

*(2) The size and nature of the backlogs of
children awaiting termination of parental
rights or finalization of adoption.

*(3) The strategies the State court or local
court proposes to use to reduce such
backlogs and the plan and timetable for
doting so.

‘*(4) How the grant funds requested will be
used to assist’ the implementation of the
strategies described in paragraph (3).

**(¢) USE OF FUNDB.—Funds provided under
a grant awarded under this section may be
used for any purpose that the Secretary de-
termines is likely to successfully achieve the
purposes described in subsection (a),.includ-
ing temporarily—

*‘(1) establishing night court sessions for
abuse and neglect courts;

‘Y(2) hiring additional judges, magistrates.
commissioners, hearing officers, referees,
special masters, and other judicia.l personnel
for such courts;

*(3) hiring pemonnel such as clerks, ad-
ministrative support staff, case managers,
mediators, and attorneys for such courts; or

‘‘(4) extending the operating hours of such
courts.

‘‘(d) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—Not less than 15
nor more than 20 grants shall be awarded
under this section. .

‘‘(e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDs.—Funds

- awarded under a grant made under this sec-

tion shall remain available for expenditure
by a grantee for a period not to exceed 3
years from the date of the grant award.

‘() REPORT ON USE OF FUNDS.—Not later
than the date that is halfway through the pe-
riod for which a grant is awarded under this
section, and 90 days after the end of such pe-
riod, a State court or local court awarded a
grant under this section shall submit a re-
port to the Secret.a.ry that includes the fol-
lowing:

(1) The barriers to the permanency goals

established in the Adoption and Safe Fami- .

lies Act of 1997 that are or have been ad-
dressed with grant funds.

*(2) The nature of the backlogs of children
that were pursued with grant funds.

(3) e specific strategies used to reduce
such backlogs.

**(4) The progress that has been made in re-
ducing such backlogs, including the number
of children {n such backlogs—
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*(A) whose parental rights have been ter-
minated; and

'‘(B) whose adoptions have been flnalized.
“(5) Afly additional information that the
. Secretary determines would assist jurisdic-
tions in achleving the permanency goals es-
tablished in the Adoption and Safe Families
Act of 1997.

‘*(g) DEFINITION OF ABUSE AND NEGLECT
COURT.—In this section, the term ‘abuse and
neglect court' has the meaning given that
term in section 3(a) of the Strengthening
Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999.

*(h) APPROPRIATION.—Out of any money in
the Treasury of the United States not other-
wise appropriated, there are appropriated for
fiscal year 2000 $10,000,000 for the purpose of
. making grants under this section.”.

SEC. 6. TRAINING IN CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT

PROCEEDINGS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 474(a)(3) of the
Socjal Security Act (42 U.S.C. 674(a)3d)) is
amended—

‘(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), (D),
and (E) as subparagraphs (D), (E), and (F), re-
spectively; and

(2) by inserting after subparagraph (B), the
following:

*(C) 75 percent of so much of such expendi-
tures as are for the training (including cross-
training with personnel employed by, or
under contract with, the State or local agen-
cy administering the plan in the political
.subdivision, training on topics relevant to
. the legal representation of clients in pro-
ceedings conducted by or under the super-
.vision of an abuse and neglect court (as de-
fined in section 3(a) of the Strengthening
Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999), and
training on related topics such as child de-
velopment and the importance of developing
a trusting relationship with a child)y of
judges, judicial personnel, law enforcement
personnel, agency attorneys (as deflned in
section 3(b) of such Act), attorneys rep-
resenting parents in proceedings conducted
by, or under the supervision of, an abuse and
neglect court (as so defined), attorneys rep-
resenting children {n such - proceedings,
guardians ad litem, and volunteers who par-
ticipate in court-appointed special advocate
(CASA) programs, to the extent such train-
ing is related to provisions of, and amend-
ments made by, the Adoption and Safe Fami-
lies Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat.
. 2115), provided that any such training that is
offered to judges or other judicial personnel
shall be offered by, or under contract with,
the State or local agency in collaboration
with the judicial conference or other appro-
priate judicial governing body operating in
the State,”

[4))] CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1). Section 4T3(aX6)}B) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 6T3(a)6XB)) {s amended by striking
*474(a)(3XE)'" and {nserting “'474(a)}(3}(F)".

(2) Section 474(a)(3XD) of such Act (42
U.S.C. 6T4(a)(3XD)) (as redesignated by para-
graph (1)(A)) i{s amended by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (C)" and inserting ‘‘subparagraph
Dy

(3) Section 474(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
6§74(¢)) i3 amended by striking *‘subsection
(@)3NCOY” and inserting ‘*subsection
(a)(3XDY". ’

SEC. 7. STATE STANDARDS FOR AGENCY ATTOR-

Section 471(a) of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 671(a)) Is amended—

(1) In paragraph (22), by striking “and" at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (23), by striking l:he period
and inserting **; and";

(3) by adding a.r. the end the rollowing

*(24) provides that, not later than January
1, 2001, the State shall develop and encourage
the implementation of guidelines for all
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agency attorneys (as defined i{n section 3(b)
of the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect
Courts Act of 1999), including legal education
requirements for such attorneys regarding
the handling of abuse, neglect, and depend-
ency proceedings.’'. )
SEC. 8. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHILD
ABUSE, NEGLECT, AND DEPEND-
ENCY MATTERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services, {n coordination with
the Attorney General, shall provide the tech-
nical assistance, training, and evaluations
authorized under this section through
grants, contracts, or cooperative arrange-
ments with other entities, including univer-
sities, and national, State, and local organi-
zations. The Secretary of Health and Human
Services and the Attorney General should
ensure that entities that have not had a pre-
vious contractual relationship with the De-
partment of Health and Human Services, the
Department of Justice, or-anotuer Federal
agency can compete for grants for technical
assistance, training, and evaluations.

(b) PURPOSE.—Technical assistance shall be
provided under this section for the purpose
of supporting and assisting State and local

-courts that handle child abuse, neglect, and

\

dependency matters to effectively carry out
new responsibilities enacted as part of the
Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 (Pub-
lic Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115) and to speed
the process of adoption of children and legal
finalization of permanent families for chil-
dren in foster care by {mproving practices of
the courts involved {n that process.

{¢) ACTIVITIES.—Technical assistance con-
sistent with the purpose described in sub-
section (b) may be provided under this sec-
tion through the following:

(1) The dissernination of information, ex-
{sting and effective models, and technical as-
sistance to State and local courts that re-
ceive grants under section 4 concerning the
automated data collection and case-tracking
systems and outcome measures required
under that section.

(2) The provision of specialized training on
child development that is appropriate for
judges, referees, nonjudicial decision-mak-
ers, administrative, and other court-related
personnel, and for agency attorneys, attor-
neys representing children, guardians ad
litem, volunteers who participate in court-
appointed special advocate (CASA) pro-
gramas, or parents.

(3) The provision of assistance and dissemi-
nation of information about best practices of
abuse and neglect courts for effective case

management strategies and techniques, in-.

cluding automated data collection and case-
tracking systems, assessments of caseload
and staffing levels,
dockets, timely decision-making at all
stages of a proceeding conducted by, or
under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-
glect court, and the development of stream-
lined case flow procedures, case management
models, early case resolution programs,
mechanisms for monitoring compliance with
the terms of court orders, models for rep-
resentation of children, automated inter-
agency interfaces between data bases, and
court rules that facilitate timely case proc-
essing.

(4) The development and disseminal:ion of
training models for judges, attorneys rep-
resenting children, agency attorneys, guard-
{ans ad litem, and volunteers who partici-
pate .in court-appointed special advocate
(CASA) programs.

(5) The development of standards of pmc-
tice for agency attorneys, attorneys rep-
resenting children, guardians ad litem, vol-
unteers who participate in court-appointed
special advocate (CASA) programs, and par-
ents {n such proceedings.

management of court.

. comprehensive. piece of child’ welfare

. last 22 months.
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(d) TRAINING REQUIREMENT.—Any training
offered in accordance with this section to
judges or other judicial personnel shall be of-
fered in collaboration with the judicial con-
ference or other appropriate judicial gov-
erning body operating with respect to the
State in which the training is offered.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS,—
There {s authorized to carry out this section
$5,000,000 for the' period of flscal years 2000
through 2004.

SEC. 9. GRANTS TO EXPAND THE COURT-AP-
POINTED SPECIAL ADVOCATE PRO-
GRAM IN UNDERSERVED AREAS,

(a) GRANTS TO EXPAND CASA PROGRAMS IN
UNDERSERVED AREAS.—The Administrator of
the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delin-
quency Prevention of the Department of Jus-
tice shall make a grant to the National
Court-Appointed Special Advocate Associa-
tion for the purposes of—

(1) expanding the recruitment of, and
building the capacity of, court-appointed
special advocate programs 1oca.r.ed in the 15
largest urban areas; ’

(2) developing regional, multijurisdictional
court-appointed special advocate programs
serving rural areas; and

(3) providing training and supervision of
volunteers {n court-appointed special advo-
cate programs.

(b) LIMITATION ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPEND-
ITURES.—Not ‘more than 5 percent of the
grant made under this subsection may be
used for administrative expenditures.

(¢) DETERMINATION OF URBAN AND RURAL
AREAS.—For purposes of administering the
grant authorized under this subsection. the
Administrator of the Office of Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention of the De-
partment of Justice shall determine whether
an area is one of the 15 largest urban areas
or a rural area in accordance with the prac-
tices of, and statistical information com- .:
piled by, the Bureau of the Census.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
make the grant authorized under this sec-
tion, $5.000,000 for flscal year 2000. . :
e Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr: President, I )
rise today to join Mr. DEWINE in his in-
troduction of the - Strengthening Abuse .
and Neglect Courts Act. I would .like to -
thank Mr. DEWINE for his leadership on
behalf of vulnerable children, including
our bipartisan work on this legislation. :
Work on this legislation is based on the
bipartisan work of the Senate coalition
that supported the 1997 Adoption a.nd_
Safe Families Act.

A unique bipartisan coalition rormed
in 1997 worked hard to forge consensus
on the Adoption and Safe Families Act §
of 1997. This law, for the first time.
ever, establishes that a child’s health
and safety must be paramount when
any decisions are made regarding chil- 35
dren in the abuse and neglect system.3
The law was the most sweeping and}

RILR Tt

legislation passed in over a decade. Ibf
promotes safety, stability and permasy
nence for all abused and neglected chil-3
dren and requires timely decision-mak
ing in all proceedings to determine,
whether children can safely returnj
home, or whether they should b
moved to permanent, adoptive homes 3
More specifically, the law requires %
State to move to terminate the parel
tal rights of any parent whose chl&
has been {n foster care for 15 out. of the
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Throughout the process of develbping

the Adoption Act we heard about the
%" vital role the Nation’s abuse and ne-

glect courts play in achieving the goals
of safety and permanence for children.
We also heard that these courts were

.seriously overburdened and challenged
by insufficient resources. Now, nearly a

year and a half after the passage of the
law, courts are struggling to meet.the

.guidelines. Judges  and. child welfare
-~ professionals in my state of West Vir--

ginia tell me that the law is helping
move children through the system
more - quickly, that the - accelerated
timelines are, indeed, essential for the
protection of children,.and that the ef-
fect of this is that the courts are be-

‘coming ‘even more overburdened. We

are hearing this same type of feedback
from other judges and child advocates

.around the country.

These courts—and the judges; law-

yers and other court personnel—make.

some of the most difficult and impor-
tant decisions made by any members of

- the judiciary. Adjudications of abuse

and neglect, terminations of parental
rights, approval of adoptions, and life-
changing -determinations require the
appropriate level - of information,

thoughtfulness and care. Judges

.. throughout the country, like West Vir-
ginia’s Chief Justice Margaret .Work-

man, are committed to the fair and ef-
ficient administration of justice in
these cases. In 1987; just over 2 million
children, nationally, were reported or
neglected. By ‘1997, this number had

. swelled to well over 3 million children.

During this period, my own state of
West Virginia experienced a 100% in-
crease in child abuse cases. These stag-

" gering increases in child abuse have

placed an unconscionable burden .on
these courts. -

Working mthin t;heu' own - commu-
nities, judges, attornmeys, -

vocates (CASA) programs and others
have found creative and effective new
ways. to eliminate their caseload
backlogs and move children more effi-
clently -and safely through the court
system. In West Virginia, Judge Work-
man and others have developed a com-
prehensive plan to increase the ac-
countability and- efficient administra-
tion of .abuse and neglect cases. In
Cincinatti, Ohio, Judge Grossman’s

-abuse and neglect courts have imple-

mented state-of-the-art . computer
tracking systems which help them
smooth the legal paths of children in
foster care.

Even when courts have the ded.lca.—
tion and initiative to implement these
innovative reforms, they simply cannot
do it without sufficient resources. The

“purpose of the Strengthening Abuse

and Neglect Courts: Act. is to help re-

- move the burdens on an ever greater

number of courts by increasing both
their efficiency and their effectiveness.
The bill provides much needed re-
sources and allows state and local com-
munities the flexibility to develop
their own solutions to administrative

. volunteers -
from the Court Appointed Special Ad- .
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problems and caseload backlogs: In
January of this year, the General Ac-
counting Office released a report con-
ducted at the request of Ways and
Means Subcommittee on Human Re-
sources Chairman SHAW, which- con-
cluded that there are three essential °
ingredients for successful court reform,
all of which are incorporated in’ this
Act. There are four ways this bill will
help -abuse and neglect courts better
serve children and families. "
The. bill first provides a program of
grants to states and local courts for.
the implementation of computerized
case-tracking. systems, similar to the
one Judge Grossman created in Ohio.

-Through the establishment of such sys-

tems, courts are able to more easily
track how long a child spends in foster
care and the status of. their cases.
When courts have such ‘‘user-friendly"
access to vital case information. chil-
dren truly .benefit—they. move more
quickly through foster care and on to

.adoptive homes or other. permanent

placements. - This grant. program will

enable state and local courts to-design.
similar computer systems,. to replicate

models that have proven successful in

- other jurisdictions and to receive tech-

nical assistance as. t.hey implement.
their new programs.

. A second important provision of the
bill.is the grant program that provides

State and local courts the resources .

they need to eliminate the backlog of
abuse .and neglect cases. Throughout
the discussions on the Adoption and

. Safe Families Act, we heard from doz-

ens of judges and advocates who said
that far and away the biggest problem
facing ~their courts was the over-

whelming backlog of these cases. With-~
out creative ways to eliminate these.
backlogs, and with the tightened time-

frames we created with the new law,
the judges emphasized that children's

cases will simply not. move through the

court system in a timely manner. Each

_court:may have their own effective ap-

proach to eliminating such backlogs.
For some, hiring. additional staff may
be necessary. For others, creating a
‘‘Night Court” or “‘Saturday Court .to
hear these cases would work. Still oth-
ers may need to restructure duties of
court personnel. This bill will provide
grants to those court projects that are
designed to result in the effective and

.rapid elimination.of current backlogs

to smooth the way for more efficient
courts in the future.

The Strengthening Abuse a.nd Ne-
glect Courts Act also recogmizes that
judges, attorneys, court personnel, law
enforcement representatives, guard-

“ians-ad-litem and all  others who par-

ticipate in abuse and negiect pro-
ceedings can-benefit from continuing
education . opportunities,. improved
training and the development of mod-
els for effective practice in these set-
tings. The Act, therefore, extends fed-
eral reimbursement for training that is
currently - provided tQ agency case-
workers to judges, attorneys and key
court personnel who must make deci-

‘gram’’.

S3267

sion effecting the lives and future.of
vulnerable children. In addition to this
basic, necessary training for court per-.
sonnel, we hope it will also foster be-
tween cooperation between child wel-
fare agencies and court personnel that
{s imperative to make system work to
ensure the health and sa.feby ot’ cml-
dren.

Finally, the bill provides for an ex-
pansion of the successful CASA—Court

- Appointed Special Advocates—volun-

teer program. This superb volunteer
program has demonstrated its ability
to improve outcomes for- abused and
neglected children. CASA are volun-
teers specially trained to speak for the

- best - interests of children who have

been abused or neglected. There are
over 710 CASA programs nationwide,
whose volunteers represented nearly

. 200,000 children last year alone. Re-

cently, the Department of Justice rec-
ognized CASA as an “Exemplary Pro-
CASA has been operating in
Wess$ Virginia since 1991 with programs
currently serving children in 13 of our
counties. Of course, there is more work

‘to be done so that children in all 55

West Virginia counties, and all under-
served areas throughout the country
can- benefit from the services of these
trained and dedicated volunteers. In
fact, despite' CASA’'s phenomenal vol-
unteer commitment and national
praise by courts, and community lead-
ers, 70% of the children in foster care
are still without CASA representation.

“This bill will begin to address this gap

by providing a $5 million grant to ex-
pand its programs into under-served
areas and to improve its ability to re-
cruit, train and supervise volunteers.
When. we .talk about how. to. help
abused and neglected children in this
country, our abuse.and neglect courts
are too often left out of the discussion.
‘With the pumbers of abused.and ne-
glected children rising dramatically—
in West Virginia alone child abuse re-
ports have doubled—from 13,000.in 1986
to over 26,000 in 1996—we need to in-

-clude every system in our efforts to

make a difference. The courts play a
crucial role and. I am confident that
the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect
Courts Act will be a valuable step in
making our courts stronger, more effi-
clent and more able to effectively ad-
dress the needs of our Nation's most
vulnerable children. I ask that my col-
leagues join us in this important effort. -

I ask that a fact sheet about the bill
be printed in the RECORD. :

_The material follows:

FACT SHEET—STRENGTHENING ABUSE AND

NEGLECT ACT OF 1999

A bill to improve. the administrative effl-

ciency and effectiveness of the Nation’'s

- abuse and neglect courts and the quality and

availability of training for judges, attorneys,
and volunteers working in such courts, and
for other purposes consistent with the Adop-
tion and Safe Families Act of 1997.

SECI‘IONl 3, & 3: TITLE, FINDINGS, AND
DEFINITIONS
The Strengthening Abuse and Neglect
Courts Act of 1999
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SECTION 4: GRANTS TO COURTS FOR COMPUTER
AUTOMATION AND CASE TRACKING SYSTEMS

A program to provide competitive state
and local grants to abuse and neglect courts
to create computerized case tracking sys-
tems, and to encourage the replication and
implementation of successful systems in
other court systems. Grant will be awarded
based on eligibility criteria designed to en-
éourage applications from both state and
local courts, and a balance of urban and
rural courts. Guidelines will also ensure that
successful models can be dissemninated to
other courts. Applicants will need to include
evaluation plans as part of the grant request.

Grant program is $10 million, with a 25%
state matching requirement bur, a hardship
exemption. .

SECTION 5! GRANTS TO REDUCE BACKLOGS OF

ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES

A program to provide grants to court sys-
tems to reduce pending backlogs of abuse
and neglect cases so that courts are able to
comply with the time frames established in
the Adoption and Safe Families Act. Com-
petitive grants will be awarded to court sys-
tems to reduce backlogs by using night court
sessions, hiring additional personnel to man-

age reduce caseloads, or other innovative

strategies.

Grant program is $10 mnlion and court.s
can use funding for up to 3 years.

SECTION 6: TRAINING FOR JUDGES AND COURT

PERSONNEL

A provision to.allow judges, attorneys, and
court personnel to qualify for training under
Title IV-E's existing training provisions,

which is a federal-state matching program.

set at 75%-25%.

CBO to score provision.

SECTION 7. STATE STANDARDS FOR AGENCY
' ATTORNEYS

States shall develop and encourage by Jan-
uary 1, 2001, basic guidelines for education
and training needed to handle abuse and ne-
glect cases within the state and local court
systems.

SECTION 8: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FOR CHILD

ABUSE, NEGLECT AND DEPENDENCY MATTERS

A program for competitive grants, admin-
istered by HHS in coordination with the At-
torney General, to provide technical assist-
ance to state and local.courts to carry out

their new responsibilities, including efforts

to speed the process of adoption of children.
Technical assistance will be $5 million for

each year, from 2000 to 2004, for a five year

total of $25 million.

SECTION 9: GRANTS TO EXPAND THE COURT-AP-
POINTED SPECIAL ADVOCATES (CASA) PRO-
GRAM IN UNDERSERVED AREAS

A special grant program to expand the
well-respected CASA program to the most
needy areas, including the 15 largest urban
areas and regional programs for rural areas.

A single start up grant of $5 million in 2000.

By Mr. MURKOWSKI (for himself
and Mr. DASCHLE):

S. 709. A bill to amend the Housing
and Community Development Act of
1974 to establish and sustain viable
rural and remote communities, and to
provide affordable housing and commu-
nity development assistance to rural
areas with excessively high rates of
outmigration and low per capital in-
come levels; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.
THE RURAL AND REMOTE COMMUNITY FAIRNESS

ACT

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President,

today I rise to introduce the Rural and
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Remote Community Fairness Act. This
Act will lead to a brighter future for
rural and remote communities by es-
tablishing three new programs that
will  address the unique economic and
environmental challenges faced by
small communities in rural and remote
areas across this country. I am pleased
that this legislation is co-sponsored by
the Minority Leader, Senator DASCHLE.

The bill authorizes up to $100 million
a year in grant aid from 2000 through
2006 for any communities across the
nation with populations of less than
10,000 which face electric rates in ex-
cess of 150 percent of the national aver-
age retail price. The money can go for
electricity. system improvements, .en-
ergy efficiency and weatherization .ef-
forts, water and sanitation improve-
ments or work to solve leaking mel
storage tanks.

The bill also a.mends the Rural Elec-

trification Act to authorize Rural and -

Remote Electrification Grants of an
additional $20 million a year to the
same communities. The grants can be

used to increase energy efficiency,

lower electricity rates or provide for
the modernization of electric facilities.
The bill also establishes a new pro-
gram providing rural recovery commu-
nity development block grants. This
will provide for the development and
maintenance of viable. rural areas
through the provision of affordable
housing and community development
assistance for rural areas with exces-
sively high rates of outmigration and
low per capita income levels. :
~ This nation has well-established pro-
grams for . community development
grants. The majority of these programs
were established to help resolve the

very real problems found in this Na--
- tion's urban areas. However, our most

rural and remote communities experi-
ence different, but equally real, prob-
lems that are not addressed-by existing
law. Not only are these communities

generally ineligible for the existing .

programs, their unique challenges,
while sometimes similar to those expe-
rienced by urban areas, require a dif-
ferent focus and approach.

The biggest single economic problem
facing small communities is the ex-
pense of establishing a modern infra-
structure. These costs, which are al-
ways substantial, are exacerbated in
remote and rural areas. The existence
of this infrastructure, including effi-
cient housing, electricity, bulk fuel
storage, waste water and water service,
is a necessity for the health and wel-
fare of our children, the development
of a prosperous economy and mini-
mizing environmental problems.

There is a real cost in human misery
and to the health and welfare of every-
one, especially our children and our el-
derly from poor or polluted water or
bad housing or an inefficient power
system. Hepatitis B infections in rural
Alaska are five times more common
than in urban Alaska. We just hdve to
do better if we are to bring our rural
communities into the 21 Century.
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The experience of many of Alaskans §. Profl
is a perfect example. Most small com- e nane.
munities or villages in Alaska are not o “nve
interconnected to an electricity grid, B onergy
and rely upon diesel generators for J<  Conr
their electricity. Often, the fuel can B, repair
only be delivered by barge or airplane, g AcT
and is stored in tanks. These tanks are ey ©
expensive to maintain, and in many incluc
cases, must be completely replaced to

F tivi
prevent leakage of fuel into the envi- W ac
ronment. While the economic and envi- -
ronmental savings clearly justify the -
construction of new facilities, these -
communities simply don’'t have the -
ability to raise enough capital to make. -
the necessary investments. :

As a result, these communities are
forced to bear an oppressive economic
and environmental burden that can be
eased with a relatively small invest- -3
ment on the part of the Federal gov-
ernment. I can give. you some exam-
ples: in Manley Hot Springs, -Alaska,
the citizens pay almost 70 cents per
kilowatt hour for electricity. In
Igiugig, Kokhanok, Akiachak Native .
Community, and Middle Kuskokwim,
consumers all pay over 50 cents per kil-
owatt hour for electricity. The na-
tional average is around 7 cents per
kilowatt hour.

Further, in  Alaska, for " example,
many rural villages still lack modern
water and sewer sanitation systems
taken for granted in all other areas of
America. According to a Federal Field
Working Group, 190 of the state’'s vil-
lages have ‘‘unsafe” sanitation systems,
135 villages still using ‘*honey buckets’
for waste disposal. Omnly 31 villages.
have a fully safe, piped water system;
71 villages having only one central wa-
tering source. )

These are not only an Alaskan prob-
lem. The highest electricity rates in
America are paid by a small commu-
nity in Missouri, and communities in
Maine, as well as islands in Rhode Is-
land and New York will likely qualify
for this program. Providing safe drink-’
ing water and adequate waste treat-
ment facilities is a problem for very
small communities all across this land.

What will this Act do to address
these problems? First, the Act author- *
izes $100 million per year for the years’
2000-2006 for block grants to commu-
nities of under 10,000 inhabitants who
pay more than 150% of the national av-
erage retail price for electricity.

The grants will be allocated by the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment among eligible cormmunities
proportionate to cost of electricity in
the community, as compared to the
National average. The communities
may use the grants only for the fol-
lowing eligible activities: .

Low-cost weatherization of homes and
other buildings;

Construction and repair of electrical gen-
eration,. transmission, distribution, and re-
lated facilities;

Construction, remediation and repair of
bulk fuel storage facilities;

Facilities and training to reduce costs of
maintaining and operating electrical genera-
tion, distribution, transmission, and related
facilities;
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Rang. Nevadu

The Honorable John D. Rockefeller, IV
United States Senate

531 Senate Hart Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510-4802

Dear Senator Rockefeller:

The National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges has, for over 25
years, promoted safety and permanence for this nation’s abused and neglected
children. '

Legislation that was passed in 1980, the Adoption Assistance and Child
Welfare Act of 1980, and subsequent legislation in 1997, the Adoption and Safe
Families Act, were supported by this organization as important to providing
better outcomes for this nation's foster children. The current legislation
pending, Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999, is fully
supported by this organization.

This legislation will provide critical resources to courts, including data
information systems, training, technical assistance, and reduction of case
backlogs. The National Council is pleased to offer support for this Act, and
stands ready to testify at any future hearings.

Sincerely,

oy 777%)‘@&%7

Mary Volpa Mentaberry
Director
Permanency Planning for Children Department

MVM:cd

62nd Annual Conference July 18-21,1999 Chicago, Dlinois
Celebrating the Centennial of the Juvenile Court » 1899-1999
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The National Council of Juvenile and Family Court Judges has, for over 25
years, promoted safety and permanence for this nation's abused and neglected
children.
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Legislation that was passed in 1980, the Adoption Assistance and Child
Welfare Act of 1980, and subsequent legislation in 1997, the Adoption and Safe
Families Act, were supported by this organization as important to providing
better outcomes for this nation's foster children. The current legislation
pending, Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999, is fully
supported by this organization.

This legislation will provide critical resources to courts, including data
information systems, training, technical assistance, and reduction of case
backlogs. The National Council is pleased to offer support for this Act, and
stands ready to testify at any future hearings.

Sincerely,

W&M—\[
Mary Volpa Mentaberry
Director

Permanency Planning for Children Department

MVM:cd

62nd Annual Conference July 18-21, 1999 Chicago, Illinois
Celebrating the Centennial of the Juvenile Court » 1899-1999
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National Center for State Courts

OFFICE O GOOVERNMENT REL VTN
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1710
Arlington, Virginia 22209
(703Y841-0200 / FAX: (7031 841-02006

February 23, 1999

Ms. Barbara Pryor

C/O Senator John D. Rockefeller, [V
SH-531 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-4802

Re: Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Court Act

Dear Barbara:

I have enclosed two resolutions related to the Strengthening Abuse and
Neglect Court Act (SANCA) for your information. Both the Conference of Chief
Justices (CCJ) and the Conference of State Court Administrators (COSCA) have
endorsed passage of legislation similar to SANCA of 1998.

CCJ and COSCA are both very supportive of this legislation that Senators
Rockefeller and DeWine will be reintroducing; and would like to do whatever they
can to assist you as Congress considers this important piece of legislation.

Please let us know how we can be of assistance. You can reach me at
(703) 841-0200 or at kfarley/@ncsc.dni.us.

Sincerely,
7%
Kay Farley
Government Relations Representative
Encl.
c: Chief Justice David A. Brock, President, Conference of Chief Justices

William C. Vickrey, President. Conference of State Court Administrators
Hon. Roger K. Warren. President, National Center for State Courts
Brenda Williams

Shelley Rockwell



COGNFERENCE OF CHIE: JUSTICES

Resolution XV

In Support of Effective Implementation of the Adoption and Safe
Families Act

WHEREAS, the Conference of Chief Justices recognizes the importance of securing 'safe,
permanent homes for children; and

WHEREAS, the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) of 1997 provides structure and
accountability critical to ensuring that our nation’s children are cared for in safe,
permanent homes; and

WHEREAS, state courts are committed to effectively implementing the provisions of ASFA;
and '

WHEREAS, state courts have traditionally not been included in the allocation of federal
funding, but need the benefit of federal funding to be effective in carrying out the
responsibilities assigned to them by Congress under ASFA; and

WHEREAS, S. 2607, Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1998, was introduced in
the 105™ Congress and similar legislation will be introduced in the 106" Congress;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Conference supports the goals and
objectives of the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1998; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that proposed legislation should provide the needed federal
funding to assist state courts in areas such as: developing automated tracking systems;
reducing case backlogs affording greater training, providing best practices information,
and bolstering state sponsored guardian ad litem programs, such as Court Appointed
Special Advocate (CASA) programs; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Conference urges Congress to adopt legislation with
similar goals and objectives of S. 2607 during the 106" Congress.

Adopted as proposed by the Courts, Children and the Family Committee of the
Conference of Chief Justices in Washington, DC, at the 22 Midyear Meeting, on January 21,
1999.
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COXNt I ZI-Ct. OF STATE COURT ADMUNISTRATZ R

RESOLUTION 1

In Support of Effective Implementation of the Adoption and Safe Families Act

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

WHEREAS,

the Conference of State Court Administrators recognizes the importance of
securing permanent and safe homes for children of the United States; and

the Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) of 1997 provides needed structure
and accountability critical to ensuring our nation’s children are cared for in
permanent and sate homes; and

courts are committed to effectively implementing the provisions of ASFA; and

courts have traditionally not been included in the allocation of federal funding,
but need the benefit of federal funding to be effective and efficient in carrying out
the responsibilities assigned to them by Congress under ASFA; and

S. 2607, Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1998 was introduced in
the 105" Congress and similar legislation will be introduced in the 106"
Congress; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Conference of State Court Administrators

supports the goals and objectives of the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts
Act of 1998; and

BE i1 FUKIHEK RESOLVED, that proposed legisiation should provide the needed federal

funding to assist courts in five areas: grants for court automated tracking systems;
grants to courts to assist with reducing backlogged cases; more flexibility in the
funding of training; a requirement that states establish attorney standards,
technical assistance to states to provide best practices information, and increased
funds for state sponsored guardian ad litem programs, such as Court Appointed
Special Advocate (CASA) programs.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Conference of State Court Administrators urges

Congress to adopt legisiation with similar goals and objectives of S. 2607 during
the 106" Congress.

Adopted as proposed by the Conference of State Court Administrators at the Twentieth
Midyear Meeting in Charleston. South Carolina on December 4, 1998.
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AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION

March 22, 1999

The Honorable John D. Rockefeller, IV
United States Senate

531 Hart Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Rockefeller:

I am writing on behalf of the American Bar Association to express our
appreciation and strong support for your leadership and that of Senators DeWine,
Chafee and Landrieu in introducing the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts
Act of 1999. This important legislation will help the nation’s child abuse and
neglect courts to meet the significant new burdens placed on them under the
1997-enacted Adoption and Safe Families Act (ASFA) and help to achieve the
principal goal of the Act of safe, permanent homes for increased numbers of
children in foster care.

Under both Federal and State law, the courts play a crucial role in the nation’s
child welfare system and in ensuring safety, stability and permanence for abused
and neglected children under the supervision of that system. ASFA specifically
requires, among other things, that States move to terminate the parental rights of
the parents of those children who have been in foster care for 15 of the last 22
months. The accelerated timelines for the termination of parental rights and other
requirements imposed under the Act have increased the pressure on the nation’s
already overburdened abuse and neglect courts.

The need for this legislation is documented by a study issued in January 1999 by
the U.S. Government Accounting Office, “Reforms Aim to Better Serve
Maltreated Children.” It noted the central responsibilities placed on child and
abuse courts by the federal/state child welfare system. It described seven types
of hearings conducted by courts regarding decisions about maltreated children
who enter the system and the intensive demands made on courts by the ongoing
nature of these cases as part of the reason for the nation’s backlogged child
welfare system. It noted particularly the success of five court systems that shared
similar reform components: judicial leadership and collaboration among court
participants, the availability of timely information on case processing



performance, and the availability of financial resources to initiate and sustain reforms.
Through such key reforms these courts have been able to dramatically bring down
caseloads, achieve remarkable federal and state cost savings as a result of lower numbers
of children in foster care, and to improve the quality of decision-making for the
remaining cases.

The Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1999 will help the child abuse and
neglect courts by assisting courts to obtain and implement case-tracking systems, by
improving the quality and availability of training for judges, attorneys and court
personnel, and by supporting targeted efforts of courts to end backlogged caseloads and
thereby achieve permanency. The Act can give the nation’s courts charged with
responsibility for maltreated children, and which have been given new responsibilities
under ASFA, the tools necessary to cope with those responsibilities and to begin to
achieve the noble goal of ASFA of safe, permanent homes for all children in foster care.

Sincerely,

A3 Emasy

Robert D. Evans
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* Achild's voice in court®

The National Court Appointed Special Advocate Association
100 West Harrison St. « North Tower, Suite 500 « Seattle, Washington 98119
(206) 270-0072 « Fax (206) 270-0078 « E-mail:staff@nationalcasa.org

The National CASA Association supports the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect
Courts Act (SANCA) to further improve our nation’s juvenile/family courts. “This
year marks the 100™ anniversary of the first juvenile court,” notes Michael
Piraino, Chief Executive Officer of National CASA. “Passage of SANCA in this
centennial year will bring much-needed resources to more effectively manage the
large number of abuse and neglect cases in our juvenile courts.”

More than one million reports of child abuse and neglect were substantiated in
1997. This represents 15 out of every 1,000 children in the United States. More
than %2 million children are removed from their homes and placed into foster care
to assure their safety and protection. Half of these children remain in foster care
for two years or longer, with multiple moves among foster families and schools.
Two years or longer is an interminable period in the very short time span of
childhood to have to live without resolution of a permanent family or place to call
home.

Reforms initiated by the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 (PL 105-89)
have encouraged state child protection agencies to focus their efforts on safety
and permanency for children. Incentives and resources are provided to state
agencies in order to move children more quickly through foster care within
defined timeframes. Juvenile and Family courts are also required to honor the
tighter timeframes. Now SANCA provides resources for the courts to deal with
the backlog of children’s cases already in the system, and to move new cases
more expeditiously.

Among the resources provided to courts through SANCA is the expansion of
Court Appointed Special Advocates (CASAs). CASAs are specially trained
volunteer citizens appointed by the courts to gather information about a child's
circumstances, and to make recommendations which address the child's best
interest. CASA volunteers are a powerful voice for children. The role of the
CASA volunteer becomes even more critical under the shorter timeframes of
ASFA. The courts and agencies are still dealing with overwhelming caseloads,
yet have less time to devote to an individual child's case. CASAs can be an
assurance that a child has an advocate that will take the time to thoroughly
research the child's situation and important facts are not overlooked.

CASA volunteers handle only 1 or 2 cases, so they can take the time to interview
everyone involved in the case and prepare a thorough report and
recommendation to the court. The CASA volunteer’s only job is to speak for the
child, to assure his or her best interest is not overlooked while in protective



custody, and that the child is placed in a safe, permanent home where he or she
can thrive.

Today there are more than 800 CASA programs throughout the country. in
1997, the courts appointed CASA volunteers to the cases of 172,000 children,
representing about 1/3 of the children in foster care. While CASA programs are
established in most urban court jurisdictions, the percentage of children receiving
CASA advocates is low because of the high numbers of children in the foster
care in our major cities. As an example, 47,000 children are in foster care in Los
Angeles alone, nearly 10% of all children nationwide in foster care. SANCA
seeks to expand the capacity of CASA programs in urban areas to advocate for

more children, as well as to develop programs to serve children in underserved
rural areas.

For more information contact:

Jim Clune

Communications and Marketing Director
National CASA Association
800/628-3233

email: jclune@nationalcasa.org

National
CASA
Association

National Court Appointed Special Advocate Association

Achild's voicein court.

A nationwide organization of programs which @rain vplunteers to spegir(dtgr) tfrc:; t
the best interests of abused and neglected children in the courts, In e

each child be provided a safe, permanent home. \

National Court Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) Association
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Tg(r)ﬂ\}VT?i\grrison St., Ste. 500 Web site: httpz//www.nationalcasa.org
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Seatte, WA 981194122 E-mail: staff@nationalcasa.org
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